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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2565: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 2565

2565-1 — Coming back from Portland, we drove up to Crown Point Observation,
and | saw the Columbia River spread before me and | clutched my heart. You
better clean up that garbage dump out there. | don’t want that waste seeping into
my river. Itis my river too.

2565-2 — But anyway, the cancer did come back on the scar tissue of the right
breast. So | had 35 radiation treatments, where you are radiated until you are
red, burned, bloody and blistered, and those people in Portland and Hood River
had the gall and the arrogance to tell me that we should clean up Hanford — |
agree 100 percent — and don’t do anything about cancer until Hanford is
cleaned up. So that is the suffer and die cult that wants to make this decision.
They don't give a rats #*$! if you all suffer and die from cancer.

2565-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford and the risk of contamination to the ColumbiaRiver. Although beyond
the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination
at Hanford are high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE remains
committed to upholding this agreement. The missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup activities. The stated
missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on the Columbia
River. FFTF islocated approximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. There
are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS
(eg., Sections4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4) indicate that
there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at
Hanford from operation of the existing Hanford facilities in support of the stated
missions. Also, no water quality impacts would be expected as aresult of
permanent deactivation of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

2565-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views and testimony.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2569: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 2569

2569-1—This is a letter to Colette Brown, DOE. “Dear Ms. Brown, as
Washington’s oldest and largest statewide business organization, whose 3,700
members employ more than 600,000 people, we are writing this letter to express
our continued support for the ongoing environmental review process initiated by
the Department of Energy for the Fast Flux Test Facility on the Hanford Nuclear
Reservation. We believe that the Department must continue the process leading
to the bringing on-line of the FFTF for medical isotope research and treatment. It
is obvious that there is a need for additional sources of medical isotopes for
research and treatment. The benefits of these isotopes to the patients are
numerous.

Clearly the Fast Flux Test Facility represents the lowest risk since it is an existing
facility where the medical isotope activities have already been performed. It also
appears that FFTF provides greater flexibility to meet the multiple missions
identified in the EIS, whereas the other alternatives appear to be dedicated to a
single purpose with limited growth potential.” It concludes with, “We hope the
Department will proceed expeditiously with the environment review and we
surely hope it will lead to the safe and efficient restart of the operation of the
FFTE”

2569-2—We have additional concerns which we believe should be surfaced in
the ongoing environmental review process. With the very recent national energy
electric shortages coupled with concerns about global warming, there is a need
for additional nuclear energy-based research. Given the concerns about carbon
monoxide emissions from fossil fuel generating facilities and the fact that
existing non-fossil fuel, non-nuclear technologies and conservations are not
able to fill the gap, research to find acceptable solutions to the issues facing
nuclear power production is necessary. If we are to have sufficient electricity to
power our computers, heat and cool our homes and operate our facilities,
nuclear power must be explored as an option for the future. At the very least, this
proven source of energy production should be reexamined.

2569-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2569-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for civilian nuclear energy research.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2571: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 2571

2571-1—And just yesterday during a CBS 11:00 p.m. local news broadcast, a
commentator stated no harm has been done by the fallout since the National
Monument wildfire. Inhaling plutonium particles in Hanford dust is not harmless.
At the same time an ABC commentator announced high levels of radiation equal
to Hanford was detected at Sunnyside. Which one of them was telling the truth or
where did they get their information? That is a problem for people like me.
Hanford officials reported two employees who falsified FFTF records and were
fired, which the officials insist is an isolated incident. Which US DOE official can
successfully convince anyone that no other records are falsified. FFTF is old and
deteriorated like a lot of facilities at Hanford. They just won't hold up. That is the
fact of it. You can talk to any nuclear operator that has left Hanford, and they will
tell you the same thing. Disease is sometimes a sophisticated substitute
for force used by people intending to prevail. If anyone believes the US can't
delegate some of the US DOE delegates accountability, then please allow me to
put you in touch with many witnesses who can enlighten you and provide you
with other falsified record. Certain populations as well as children are suffering
with various respiratory and other medical problems since the Hanford wildfire
destroyed over 191,000 acres of national monument. Beginning back to when
the wind blows, | have to stay inside and wear a mask. | have an exhibit attached
here. The fire turned just six minutes either way from my north Richland home.

2571-1: Noradioactive materialswere “released” in the Hanford wildfires of 2000. The
DOE Richland Operations Office, the State of Washington Department of Health,
and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental monitoring
on and around the Site to assess potential radiological impacts. Thewildfiredid
not cause arelease of radioactive materials from any Hanford facilities but did
result in resuspension of radioactive materials which were aready in the
environment. The very low levels of radioactive materials that were resuspended
were slightly above natural background levels and required several days of
analysisto quantify. Information on this event has been made available to the
public and can be accessed at http://www.Hanford gov/envmon/indes.html. This
site also provides alink to information on the independent offsite air monitoring
that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The FFTF
reactor at Hanford was constructed and initiated operations in the mid- 1980s
making it the DOE’s newest reactor. It has no structural flaws that would prevent
safe operations. The FFTF facility has a quality assurance program and a number
of other management systems in place to identify deficiencies with safety-related
work. These systems worked as discussed in the referenced case.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2591: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 2591

2591-1—You guys have heard a lot from me. | am not sure | have said a lot in the
past meetings, but | do think there is a concern relative to the NERAC Committee
and the Frost and Sullivan report for the demand, and | think that the Committee
was accelerator biased. So somebody is quoting NERAC as the actual fact. |
think there should be some other details looked at. And the rationale | came up
with is that the demand — a demand that is left out of there is this is life threaten-
ing. And | think you have heard it a lot, Owen, that once it gets FDA approved, you
go from maybe treating the rate of 100 per year in phase Il and now all of a
sudden, you may have 10,000 to 20,000 patients who want that particular
treatment. And you look at areas like thermogenic. They took a little while to get
going and once they said, well, this looks like a pretty good isotope, they went for
four years in a row at 70 percent a year. Now the system needs to accommodate
looking at a single isotope that may be required at a demand rate that goes sky
high. And that infrastructure needs to look at how that can be done. Now Frost
and Sullivan did include — I think it was the year 2005, they expected five FDA
approvals on nuclear medicine isotopes, and they went — | think | got it right —
700 percent in one year. And they came back and | said, where did you get that?
And he said, well, there is going to be five different isotopes being approved by
FDA. That was his estimate. But | think the point is that needs to be looked at
very closely. Plus, when you look at the demand, you've got to account for
prevalent patients. There are patients out there that have been treated and a lot
of these demand schedules are not included in there. If they would be included,
what you would see is a high ramp up, a large peak while the prevalent patients
are being treated along with the new patients that are added to the list every year,
and then it comes down as you have treated the patients and they are better or
they die of other causes. Then it will actually come down. So those types of
peaks need to be included in the demand curve. It needs to be looked at. Maybe
I was wrong when | did it. But when | did the curves for FFTF to just try to get
some feel for when is it going to be economical, you had to include the prevalent
patients to treat. Because if a guy is on the third treatment, as you see those are
the only ones they get to treat in clinical trials anyway. So they need to be in-
cluded in that demand rate. And the infrastructure out there needs to look at that.

2591-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views concerning the Frost and Sullivan report.
DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical isotopes,
and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two expert bodies, the Expert
Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to forecast
future demand for medical isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of
medical isotope use during the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per
year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications. These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective adviceregarding the
future form of its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential capability
of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.
In the period since theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical
isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1 2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs. Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope
production capability is being used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities' primary missions basic
energy sciences or defense). DOE is currently meeting most of its short-term
requirements. However, in thelong-term (next 5 to 10 years) there will bea
shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand. Should the isotope demand
grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report, asit has recently, or if DOE's
market share increases, there will be aneed for expanded isotope production
capacity in the short-term (less than 5 years).
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2560: Nancy Aldrich,
Mayor Pro-Temp, City of West Richland

Response to Commentor No. 2560

2560-1—There is no doubt that West Richland would experience an economic
boom if FFTF is restarted. But as a cancer survivor and a sufferer of rheumatoid
arthritis, | want those medical isotopes available to not just me, but to the citizens
of West Richland if we should need them at any point in our lives.  On a lighter
note, | have a 10-year-old son whose goal is to be an astronaut and to be part of
a NASA mission to Mars. | would hate to have him be disappointed in those
goals because the reason not to produce those isotopes were based on fear
and not sound science. So, therefore, | and my community support the restart of
FFTE

2560-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2612: Linda Alexander

Response to Commentor No. 2612

2612-1—I'm not a scientist, but | worked with the scientists, and | do recall, just
after FFTF radioisotopes were discontinued, there was a young intern that came
over from Fred Hutchinson. He was going to personally escort a sample that he
had been guaranteed was just as good as FFTF's. | watched this young
scientist get really discouraged because we brought that in and we opened up
the package. He had to run some tests, and he said oh, you know.

He said that the chemical toxicity was so high that the radionuclide would help
the patient, but the chemicals would harm him. This is a scientist that said well,
the chemical could be used on a lab rat, but not on a human. He was pretty
discouraged.

It really had a big impact on me because | could tell that these people weren't
doing this scientific. They really cared about how the radioisotopes made it
easier for people to recover, and if they didn't receive them, that their chances
were next to none.

2612-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and testimony.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Sid Altschuler

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 1476.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2590: Bob Anderson
Benton County Democratic Central Committee

Response to Commentor No. 2590

2590-1—What | am here tonight is to represent Democrats in Benton County.
That was another one of the assertions that | had a problem with Mr. Pollet that
he spoke for or that he made the statement that most Democrats oppose restart
of FFTF. | know that is not the case in Benton County and Franklin County. | don’t
know how he is a spokesperson for the Democratic Party, but part of our burden
is to basically put the facts out. And the facts in Benton County are that back in
October of 1999, we passed a resolution in support of restarting the Fast Flux
Test Facility. At the last public hearing, | submitted a copy of that. So | am not
going to read that resolution again, but | have attached a copy to the written
comment. And in April of this year, our Benton County Democratic Party also
adopted a platform which states in part, “Cancer is the second leading cause of
death in this country with 600,000 cancer victims dying annually. The American
public cannot accept current, expensive and agonizing traditional treatments with
their devastating side effects. Chemotherapy and radiation use a buckshot
approach which frequently causes nausea, hair loss, bone weakness, lymphe-
dema, burned and blistering skin, chronic coughing and increased susceptibility
to shingles. These old-fashioned treatments are effective for 40 percent of the
patients and cost $105 billion annually. It is unconscionable not to devote all
efforts to starting production of medical isotopes at the FFTF.

In summary, the Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement released on July 21 of this year has reinforced our belief for the need
to restart FFTF.

2590-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor: Walt Apley

Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 405.

sesuodsey 30Q puesbulfesH 01gnd 8y} T peiLesa id SIteWWo) [eJo— seideyD



¥GE-€

Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Dale Bartholomew

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 412.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Robert Beach

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 268.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2563: Leo Bowman,
Benton County Commissioner

Response to Commentor No. 2563

2563-1—As Chairman Pro-temp of the Board of Benton County Commissioners, |
want to restate the County’s longstanding and unwavering support for the restart and
continued operation of the FFTF. The County has passed several resolutions in
recent years supporting the study, the operations and the restart of the Fast Flux Test
Facility.

I would like to emphasize four points in your draft EIS. One of them is when you
consider what it costs to build the FFTF, when you consider what it would cost to
build a similar facility today, what it would cost to decommission the FFTF, and
what it would cost to leave the facility in limbo, we believe that anything other than
the restart and operation of the FFTF for the long term would be an abuse of
taxpayer dollars.

Two, as in your EIS, it explains no other Department of Energy facility, existing or
proposed, have the capabilities of producing all three missions for the Depart-
ment of Energy — the production of plutonium-238, the research and development of
nuclear fields, and the production of nuclear and industrial isotopes.

Three, currently the United States imports over 90 percent of all the medical isotopes
used to save the lives of citizens in Benton County and the United States, and
ironically we purchase all of our plutonium-238 supplies from Russia.

And four, contrary to the fears of under-informed detractors, renewed operation of the
FFTF would not generate any new high level waste, would not support any military
missions or weapons programs, and would not take any money from clean-up.
Those budgets are separate. We believe that when the Department of Energy
carefully and sensibly weighs its alternatives, the restart of the FFTF would be the
obvious choice in meeting the nation’s isotope research, development and produc-
tion objectives for the next century.

2563-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2568: Mark Beck
Citizens for a Clean Eastern Washington

Response to Commentor No. 2568

2568-1—What | would like to see included in the PEIS is more explicit statement of
the environmental impacts associated with restarting the FFTF.

Furthermore, there are no statements about the environmental impacts of new
accelerators or a new reactor. That is completely ignored in the environmental
impact statement. If this is an environmental impact statement, those impacts
have to be included in it.

2568-2—I have looked at the cost statement that was made available on Friday,
specifically the cost of the waste streams. The storage treatment of waste are
not included anywhere in that cost statement. Those have to be included in the
PEIS. And those costs should be calculated for — not just for the 35 years of the
mission, but have to be calculated for the entire time over which these wastes
are threatening to the human life.

Let me just point out some of the costs. Some people have mentioned here that
it must be cheaper to run the FFTF since it is already built. Well, | ran some of
the numbers here. Considering $314 million to start the thing up, at $60 million a
year for 35 years, that is $2.4 billion over the course of 35 years. Let’s consider
what | call alternative 6, which would consider buying the plutonium-238 from Russia.
That costs $10 million a year. Do that for 35 years. Build a low energy accelerator
which will produce the medical isotopes and the research isotopes. It costs $35
million to build this accelerator. That is in the cost statement that was posted on the
Web. $35 million for a low energy accelerator. Not the billion dollars for the large
accelerator to build a Pu-238. This accelerator won't make Pu-238. But if you buy
that from Russia, you don’t need to build a billion dollar accelerator. You can build a
$35 million accelerator. Okay? It costs $4.5 million a year to operate that thing. Total
that all up, accelerator and buying Pu-238 from Russia, that is $500 million over 35
years. Thatis one-fifth the cost of operating the FFTF.

2568-3—You must include the findings of your blue ribbon task force here, the
Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee. It has been mentioned a few
times here. | won't read the quotes. They have already been stated several
times. | realize that this specific document refers to research documents and
what you have said here now is that the FFTF is actually being considered more
for therapeutic and diagnostic treatments. That sounds like commercialization.
But the EIS does not include anything about commercialization. If commercial-
ization of the FFTF is what you intend, that has to be considered in the EIS.

2568-4—Further, you must include recent developments with NASA with regards to
the Sterling engine. The PEIS assumes 5 kilograms of Pu-238 a year. While that
may be true in the near future, in the long term, especially over a 35-year mission,
that number is going to go down. That means all of the alternatives have to be
reconsidered with consideration of lower amounts of Pu-238. That means for

2568-1: Theenvironmental impactsassociated with operation of the FFTF during normal
operations and from postul ated accidents are explicitly presented and discussed in
Section 4.3 of the draft NI PEIS. All impacts to human health and insults to
environmental mediaincluding air, water, and land are shown to be small. No
fatalities would be expected from the 35-year operating period of the FFTF. Any
discharges would be in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory
requirements and the impacts on air and water quality would be small. The
potential impacts to he Hanford area and transportation corridors to and from
Hanford associated with FFTF operations are also shown to be small. The
environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of new
accelerators and of anew reactor are presented and discussed in Sections 4.5 and
4.6, respectively, of the NI PEIS. Asindicated in Sections 2.5.4 and 2.5.5, site
selection for Alternatives 3 and 4 is not evaluated as part of thisNI PEIS. Inthe
event one of these alternatives were selected for subsequent consideration,
follow-on NEPA assessments would evaluate potential locations for these new
facilities.

2568-2: As noted by the commentor, waste management costs were not presented in the
Cost Report. Again, Neither NEPA nor the CEQ regulations for implementing
NEPA requiretheinclusion of acost analysis, including for waste generation.
Wastes would be generated by all aternatives and al sitesincluding for the
implementation of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, at Hanford, which makesthese
costs not a particularly useful discriminator among the alternatives considered.
Also, the ultimate disposition of some of these wastes in terms of acceptable
waste form and disposal site (onsite or off-site commercial) have yet to be
determined. This adds an additional uncertainty to any attempt to quantify waste
costs, thus, making any estimates highly presumptive and speculative at best.
The commentor’s proposed aternative consists of elements from the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s). Other
combinations of alternative elements could also be selected to meet the DOE
mission requirementsto some level. Asindicated inthe NI PEIS, the Record of
Decision can select elements from one or more aternatives evaluated in the
NI PEIS. The proposed low-energy accelerator, an element of Alternative 3, can
produce a select set of medical isotopes. The FFTF can produce a diverse set of
medical and industrial isotopes plus meet the requirements of the civilian nuclear
energy research and devel opment mission. The commentor’s proposed alternative
does not meet any of the civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment
missions requirements. DOE considers all three missions of equal importance.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2568: Mark Beck (Cont’d)
Citizens for a Clean Eastern Washington

Response to Commentor No. 2568

smaller — for new reactor design, that would mean a smaller new reactor. For
accelerator designs, that would mean smaller accelerators. That would mean for
cheaper alternatives for numbers of the others.

2568-5—In my testimony at the scoping hearing, | stated that all possible waste
streams must be considered, including target fabrication and transportation, field
fabrication and transportation, spent fuel from the reactor, unused isotopes
themselves, and all solid and liquid wastes in processing targets and extracting
isotopes. There are no detailed statements in the environmental impact state-
ment of exactly where these wastes are going to be disposed of, and that has to
be included in the statement.

2568-6—If you must decide that you have a reactor, although my organization
does not explicitly support the use of a reactor, we would state that you should
consider alternative three a much more attractive alternative to alternative one.

2568-7—Building a new reactor costs the same amount to build as it would to
restart the FFTF, [and] would have far lower operating costs...

2568-8—[New reactor] would have a far smaller amount of waste production
[than FFTF].

2568-3: The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommittee for | sotope Research and

Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the suitability of FFTFto
produce research isotopesin atimely and cost efficient manner were madein the
context of thefacility producing research isotopesasits sole mission. It would not
be cost effectiveto restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of variousresearch isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for
the production of larger quantitiesof both research and commercial isotopeswould
beviableif operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and conducting
nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications. AstheNERAC
report states: "In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the
high flux of fast neutronsand largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized
for the production of some radioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interests
who might consider itsusefor isotope production.” In recognition of these
constraintson itsoperational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluatesthe use of FFTF
when coupled with the other stated missions. While some existing reactors may
possessthe potential capability or capacity to support research i sotope production,
assuggested inthe NERAC report, itisunlikely that reliable, increased production
of theseisotopesto support projected needs could be accomplished without
impacting the existing missionsof thesefacilities. DOE’s production and sale of
radioisotopesfall into two categories"commercia" and "research” and both types of
isotope production are considered under the proposed actions. Commercial

radioi sotopes arethose that are producedin large, bulk quantitiesand sold to
pharmaceutical companiesor distributors, or to equipment or seal ed source
manufacturers. Examples of commercial radioisotopes produced by DOE include
strontium-82 and germanium-68 for medical applications, andiridium-192 and
californium-252 for industria applications. DOE only produces commercial isotopes
whenthereisno U.S. private sector capability or when foreign sources do not have
the capacity to meet U.S. needsreliably. In contrast, research radioisotopesare
typically produced and sold in small quantitiesin responseto specialty ordersfrom
researchers preparing experimentsin thefield of medicine, with small quantities of
these radioisotopes also purchased by industrial researchers. Because
small-quantity production of research isotopes is not financialy attractive to
private-sector producers and is generally not undertaken, DOE attempts to
provide all research radioisotopes that are requested, subject to production
capability, inventory, and financial constraints. As successful application of a
specific research isotope is established, the production and sales of that
radioisotope may shift from research to commercial status. Inrecent years, over
95 percent of DOE’s sales of radioisotopes by dollar volume were commercial and
5 percent have been for research. Additional discussion of how DOE’sisotope
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2568: Mark Beck (Cont’d)
Citizens for a Clean Eastern Washington

Response to Commentor No. 2568

2568-4:

2568-5:

2568-6:

2568-7:

program fitsinto the overall U.S. and foreign i sotope production capabilitieswas
incorporated into Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern about NASA's need for plutonium-238 for
space missions. A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified
that NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean that NASA
no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-238 to support deep
space missions. Rather, the suspension of SRTG development efforts was
conducted in order to permit reprogramming of funds to support development of
anew radioisotope power system based on a Stirling technology generator. This
new radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires 1/3 less plutonium as its fuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000 letter to DOE
that the plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and need for
reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA
space exploration missions. DOE chose a 5-kilogram per year production rate as
an upper bound due to uncertainties in the SRPS technology devel opment
requirements for backup units and variability

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for all alternatives
and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities for the
wastes expected to be generated are identified in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 under the
Waste Management sections of the NI PEIS. Spent nuclear fuel generation and
management are discussed in the Spent Nuclear Fuel sections of Volume 1 of the
NI PEIS. The cumulative impact tables for waste management in Section 4.8 of
Volume 1 have been revised to include the individual site's storage, treatment and
disposal capacities for comparison. Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with
all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 3, Construct New
Accelerator(s), over Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations. A separate Cost Report
was prepared to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2568: Mark Beck (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2568
Citizens for a Clean Eastern Washington

Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS. The information provided in the report is not required
by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be included in the NI PEIS. The Cost Report
was mailed to interested parties on August 24, 2000 and made available on the NE
website (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. For
information purposes, about 730 people were mailed the Cost Report. DOE has
provided a summary of the Cost Report in this Final NI PEIS.

2568-8. The operationa wastes generated by a new research reactor may be somewhat
less than that of operating FFTF. However, the wastes that would be generated
by the construction of a new research reactor must also be considered.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2609: Martin Benske

Response to Commentor No. 2609

2609-1—There are several possibilities relative to the assertion that FFTF
start-up and operation will detract from funds that would otherwise be dedicated
to Hanford clean-up. One possibility is that Congress has publicly stated that the
Hanford clean-up budget will be the source of FFTF funding, and | am simply
unaware of those public statements. Doc Hastings actually put that one to bed.

A second possibility is that Congress has made secret agreements to fund FFTF
with funds that would otherwise be allocated to Hanford clean-up, and while we
ordinary folks have not been privy to these secret agreements, they have been
leaked to environmental activists in Seattle, Portland, and Hood River.

A third, and in my opinion most likely possibility is that the spokesmen for Heart
of America Northwest and Columbia River United are liars. Liars is, of course, a
strong word, but it is hurled at the Department of Energy so casually and irre-
sponsibly and so often by these same activist groups that | see no reason to
gloss over a reasonably obvious truth.

My purpose in appearing before you is first to ask you to focus on what you
expect to derive from these meetings and to recognize that testimony from
people right on the scene is more important than testimony from distant,
anti-nuclear activists whose agendas go far beyond FFTF and Hanford clean-up.
Their purposes are obstruction and sabotage of any nuclear activities. FFTF and
Hanford clean-up are just the activities of the moment that need to be discred-
ited.

2609-2—More important, | want to express my belief and the belief of most
people in this community that we would welcome the opportunity to operate FFTF
in any way that will serve this nation.

2609-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and remarks. The U.S. Congress funds the
Hanford cleanup through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science
and Technology (NE). The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section
1.2 of Volume 1 would aso be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to
Hanford cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2609-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor: Brian Berglin

Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 281.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2582: Bill Brem

Response to Commentor No. 2582

2582-1—What | am concerned about is the one-sided stories that appear in
some of the newspapers and the bad press that Hanford generally gets all the
time about all the problems, bad work. It says very little about the people really
trying to clean the place up and working hard. Some of it seems to have carried
over into the newspapers’ discussion of the hearings and the restart of FFTF. So
it is especially enlightening to see the article in “The Oregonian” two days ago.

| would like to encourage the Energy Department to follow Oregon’s lead and
objectively consider the benefits of restarting FFTF for treating cancer. The
cancer patients deserve it.

2582-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Tom Burke

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 286.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2606: Beth Call

Response to Commentor No. 2606

2606-1—I should state at the beginning that | support alternative five, deactiva-
tion of the Fast Flux Testing Facility.

2606-2—The DOE'’s programmatic environmental impact statement suggests
the possibility of shipping weapons plutonium through Puget Sound to fuel FFTF,
despite recent vehement protests of nearby residents and the Seattle and
Tacoma city councils against receiving even spent nuclear fuels. | just heard a
speaker say that probably wouldn’t be done. It would probably brought through
the east coast because that would be less expensive, which leaves one won-
dering how on earth they would get it safely across the continent. How often do
we hear of train wrecks and truck wrecks? | can’t think of a safe way of transport-
ing it across the continent either.

2606-1:

2606-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate
FFTF.

The commentor appears to express the concern that DOE would expose peoplein
the Puget Sound area to risks associated with the transport of weapons-grade
plutonium. None of the purposed alternatives involved the shipment of any
weapons-grade plutonium to any port in the United States. Alternative 1 does
postulate that DOE might decide at some point to import mixed oxide fuel from
Europe to fuel FFTF. At this time, however, DOE has not proposed to import
this fuel through any specific port. If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel
from Europe, it would perform a separate NEPA analysis to select aport. This
review would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as well as
safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300 mixed oxide fuel
through a variety of specific candidate ports on the east and west coasts. It
would consider all public comments, including local resolutions, concerning the
desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into the proposed alternative ports. In
the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it would not
expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any aternative. Any
transportation activities that would be conducted by DOE would comply with
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S. Department of Transportation
regulations. Associated transatlantic shipment would comply with International
Atomic Energy Agency requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the
potential maximum impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel
from Europe to arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and
overland transportation to Hanford. Also in that section, abounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risksto the surrounding
public from mixed oxide fuel shipmentswould be extremely small (e.g., lessthan 1
chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from severe accidents
at docksand in channels and less than 1 chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer
fatality per shipment from overland highway accidents).
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Susan Carlstrom

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 427.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2596: Mel Chapman
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 112

Response to Commentor No. 2596

2596-1—1 think it's time for Department of Energy to move off of dead center,
make a positive step, restart this plant, stop the procrastination, and let's move
forward. The life that they save might be their own.

2596-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2598: James Chung

Response to Commentor No. 2598

2598-1—In summary, | think the most important point that I'm trying to make is
that the FFTF should not only be restarted for the missions that have been
outlined more eloquently than | can, but also for the future of our country’s
nuclear power program.

2598-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Frank E. Cole

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 389.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2584: Michae Contini

Response to Commentor No. 2584

2584-1—1I support alternative 1, restart of the FFTF for the production of medical
and commercial isotopes, Pu-238 and research. However, | want a statement in
the PEIS that provides a categorical exclusion of using FFTF at any time for the
production of nuclear weapons materials at any kind.

2584-2—I now want to turn my attention to accountability. There is or was a sign
here concerning two FFTF employees fired for falsifying work done. | am familiar
with this event since | work at FFTF. This event happened and the employees
paid the price. They were fired. In one of the other meetings, there was mention
of the event where an in-vessel handling machine was damaged by bypassing
interlocks. Again, the individuals responsible, predominantly the operations
engineer after an investigation was fired.

Can we say this about Heart of America Northwest, the Government Accountabil-
ity Project and Columbia River United? What accountability exists for them?
They can distort, misquote, take out of context items of great concern. They
giggle at hearings. Again, what accountability exists for Watchdogs of Hanford?
“Who will watch the Watchman” is a quote | have often heard. | think Julius
Caesar said this. The above methods used by these organizations to foster
public support, both verbal and financial, are radical and extreme.

2584-3—I am concerned with the environment. | want Hanford cleaned up as
safe as possible. A small quantity of waste in comparison to the huge quantities
already there that FFTF will produce for the missions of the PEIS is a small price
to pay for the benefits gained. | want the Willamette River cleaned up, thus
helping to keep the Columbia River clean.

2584-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. The
production of nuclear weapons materialsis not one of the missions for which
FFTF would be restarted, if Alternative 1 were selected in the Record of

Decision.
2584-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.
2584-3:  The commentor’s positions on the Hanford cleanup and waste generation benefits

under Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, arenoted. Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford area
high priority to DOE. TheHanford Site environmental restoration activitiesare
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE remains committed to upholding
this agreement. Cleanup of the Williamette River is outside of the scope of this
PEIS.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: William A. Dautel

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 431.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Jim Davis

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 401.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2554: Jerome Delvin
Washington State Representative

Response to Commentor No. 2554

2554-1—1 strongly urge the Department of Energy to adopt alternative 1 of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, which would reactivate the FFTF and use
it to produce medical and industrial isotopes and assist with nuclear research.
The draft EIS prepared by DOE has identified a clear need for additional reactor
capacity, capacity that can be readily provided by FFTF. Use of the FFTF will
create the greatest and most efficient use of current resources of our national
research and medical isotope needs. The taxpayers would be best served by
putting this facility to work for both the Federal Government and for the economy
of central Washington. With the need for medical isotopes projected to increase
dramatically, America finds it is increasingly dependent on overseas facilities to
meet its needs. Radioactive isotopes are frequently used to treat cancer and it is
important that we develop a domestic facility for production of these isotopes.

2554-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Ken Dobbin, Councilman,
City of West Richland, WA

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 400.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2577: Amy Evans Response to Commentor No. 2577
Citizens for Medical |sotopes

2577-1—So what | have to say is we have already waited too long. We are not 2577-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
about to grab an opportunity that lies ahead of us. We have already waited far too
long to provide the reliable and affordable supply of medical isotopes that are
needed to move new cancer treatments forward. And | think my comment about
the PEIS would be choose the option that is going to provide the best reliable
supply of quality and quantity isotopes that we are going to need for research
and treatment in the shortest amount of time. And that answer is restart the FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2601: Martin Evans

Response to Commentor No. 2601

2601-1—I recommend alternative number five, the shutdown and permanent
closure of all activities of the Fast Flux Test Facility rector.

2601-2—It is my belief that the medical benefits of nuclear isotopes, while large,
are outweighed by the risks to public health that come with any increase in the
amount of nuclear waste in our region of the type generated by FFTF.

2601-1:

2601-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate
FFTF.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation. Asidentified in
Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF would generate about 63
cubic metersof additional radioactive waste (e.g., solid low-level radioactive
waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous wastes. This would account for
about 2,205 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the
35-year period of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to
the waste generated by current Hanford activities. It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal
and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders. The NI PEIS
addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal
of the waste generated by the proposed actions for al alternatives and alternative
options. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are al'so
addressed. This NI PEIS has provided estimates of human health impacts
associated with arange of reasonable alternatives for the production of isotopes
for medical uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems, including the restart of FFTF. The methodology used provides
realistic results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation
of potential health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation
of Alternative 1 which includesrestart of FFTF), including normal operations
and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The environmental
analysis showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2574: Darrel Fisher
Nuclear Medicine Research Council

Response to Commentor No. 2574

2574-1—I would like to compliment the Department of Energy on the work that it
has been doing in this area, and | support alternative #1, restart of the Fast Flux
Test Facility.

2574-2—My statements tonight address the need for medical isotopes. There
was a quotation in the Seattle Post Intelligence this morning quoting Dr. Harry
Kramer that we have all the isotopes that we need and that there is not a need for
any more production. That is blatantly false and irresponsible. | worked today
with Dr. Julie Park and Dr. Dana Matthews at the Fred Hutchinson Cancer
Research Center putting together a protocol for FDA approval of a new treatment
of neuroblastoma in children. Dr. Park is at Children’s Hospital and Dr. Matthews
at Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center. These physicians recognize that
the only effective treatment of this disease is a combination of surgery and
radiolabeled antibodies, in particular to treat the micrometastatic disease,
combined with chemotherapy, additional radiation therapy, and in some places a
marrow transplantation. This is a very aggressive therapy for an otherwise
incurable disease.

If we are able to produce these isotopes in the reactor in Richland, the physi-
cians in Seattle will be first in line to use them, each and every one. The physi-
cians that | have talked to, they cannot depend on the FFTF if it is closed or if it is
in standby. That is why the statements that you see, we cannot depend on FFTF
for our isotopes because it is not operating. Each one that | have talked to,
including physicians at the University of Washington in the Nuclear Medicine
Division, has said you make the isotopes, we will use them.

2574-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2574-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for the use of FFTF to produce medical
isotopes.

sesuodsey 30Q puesbulfesH 01gnd 8y} T peiLesa id SIteWWo) [eJo— seideyD



8.E-€

Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: DennisA. Fitzgerald

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 426.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2605: Mike Fox

Response to Commentor No. 2605

2605-1—I'm a supporter of the restart of FFTF.

2605-2—I was in a meeting with the Society of Nuclear Medicine in 1994 where
Hazel O’Leary spoke to the national meeting. | took notes from her meeting that |
have here that she presented to the Society of Nuclear Medicine. Among her
points, she say one, | am proposing a vision, a world class nuclear medicine
program for the 21-st century.

Two, we should eliminate the full cost recovery. | don’t know why in the world
we're demanding economic viability when the government throws $6 billion
contracts as basic physics and NASA and so forth and don’t ask for an economic
recovery. She was very explicit in saying we should eliminate the full cost
recovery.

We must advance the frontiers of nuclear medicine and radiopharmacy and
biotechnology and instrumentation and so forth. Something near and dear to
me, the DOE. She obligated the DOE to work together in demystifying all things
nuclear, reducing fear, healing mistrust.

Now, that was the Department of Energy making those commitments, and yet |
would describe them, as | have here, as broken promises. | think that the
Department of Energy has led to this public fear, because | have been involved at
times when the Department of Energy would call me up in my career and ask if |
had certain pamphlets and booklets that had been produced in the early 70’s.

This was by Tina Hobson, who was in the Carter Administration, head of the
Office of Communications. She was a Naderite that got appointed in the Carter
Administration. She confiscated those documents, and | later learned that they
were destroyed. There isn't a whole lot of difference here from the burning of the
books in 1930 Germany.

So, | think that if there’s someone, if there’s a will within DOE headquarters to
re-examine what DOE has done and what they have promised and established a
scientifically defensible approach to these things, an approach such as benefi-
cial, | think the DOE could enhance its own public trust.

2605-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2605-2: DOE notes the commentor’s viewpoint.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2581: Gary Greene

Response to Commentor No. 2581

2581-1—0ne doesn’t have to look too far to see what the quality of the infrastruc-
ture in Russia is right now. | can’t expect the EIS to capture what the environmen-
tal impact might be to the world in general and other nations and other popula-
tions in the PEIS, but | think that it should be noted that we would be putting a
great number of people at risk by obtaining those isotopes from other sources.

2581-2—The comment about keeping eastern Washington clean rankles me
because that is the height of not in my backyard. What | think is that, yes, in my
backyard because we have the regulatory infrastructure. We have the oversight
and safety. We have, | know, the skill of our work force, and we have the tools
necessary to carry out these important missions at FFTF and in a safe environ-
mental free manner.

2581-3—Also, that we will — and this is a probabilistic kind of thing. We stand a
better chance of accomplishing those missions than the other options that are
listed in the PEIS.

2581-1: Thecommentor’sinterest inthe safety of isotope production and distribution
capabilitiesin Russiais noted. Under the No Action Alternative, plutonium-238
would be purchased from Russia to support NASA’s deep space missions.
However, evaluation of potential health impacts in Russiais outside the scope of
this NI PEIS.

2581-2: Thecommentor’ssupport for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isnoted. The

commentor’s position on safety and skills of the Hanford Site workforce is noted.

2581-3: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: R. K. Greenwell

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 411.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2552: Patricia Hale, Washington State Senator,
8th Legidative District

Response to Commentor No. 2552

2552-1—The Fast Flux Test Facility has long been the crown jewel of the nuclear
industry and that has been borne out by ten years of operating excellence. But
the Government has never tapped into the enormous potential of this remarkable
facility and the time has come for us to do so.

With the FFTF, as Congressman Hastings said, we have a unique facility that
can produce the variety, the quality of isotopes that will be needed in the decades
ahead. Why then is our nation supporting 100 reactors in more than 40 foreign
countries? It is incomprehensible to me that we would do that, invest in foreign
facilities, when we have by far the most superb facility right here at home.

Obviously there is a clear and compelling need for medical isotopes. This year
in the United States alone, half a million people will die from cancer and more
than twice that from heart disease. Our country can no longer afford to turn its
back on an existing state-of-the-art facility, already paid for by taxpayer dollars that
could and should lead the world in medical isotope production and research.
Nor should we risk heavy reliance on foreign sources, no matter how friendly, for
our isotope supply. Without the FFTF, we will continue to be reliant for 90 percent
of our isotope needs on foreign sources. And history is filled with grim remind-
ers of the consequences that happen when political winds change, and they do.

And finally, at this time when the world is struggling with scientific challenges in
medicine and energy production and waste management and space exploration,
it would be both wasteful and foolhardy for the Government to dismantle this
versatile facility that could boost our national capabilities and lead the way to
important new discoveries.

2552-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. DOE aso
notes the commentor’s statement about the Foreign Research Reactor Program;
however, this program managed by the DOE Office of Environmental
Management, is separate from the proposed action in this PEIS.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2557: Larry Haler
Richland City Council and Chairman, Hanford Communities

Response to Commentor No. 2557

2557-1—1I had the opportunity a year ago to testify before the NERAC Committee
which made the decision to do this PEIS for the FFTF. | flew back to Washington,
D.C. and listened to some very learned people make that decision, some very
impressive minds that the Energy Secretary had gathered from industry as well
as science and as well as from the universities who made this decision. But
one thing that was brought out during that one day of testimony and presenta-
tions that were given was that we do not have enough reactor volume in this
country to generate the kind of isotopes that are needed to save lives. And if we
were to use the existing DOE reactor facilities, we would be pushing some of the
programs out — and | believe you mentioned this earlier, Colette. Some of those
programs would be the critical defense programs that we have.

The only reactor in the United States that could generate — or | should say the
only facility that can generate the type of quality isotopes that we need for cancer
patients to effectively cure cancer in those patients that the isotopes would be
applied to is the FFTF. Let's not kid ourselves. An accelerator does not, and that
was brought out in the NERAC committee meeting. Accelerators do not gener-
ate the quality of neutrons and the quality of proton isotopes that are needed and
only the FFTF can do that.

2557-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. The
commentor should note the DOE reactors and accelerators are currently producing
medical isotopesfor research and clinical use.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Susan Hamilton

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 2139.
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Commentor No. 2553: Shirley Hankins, Washington State
Representative, 8th Legislative District

Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Response to Commentor No. 2553

2553-1—The United States Government has a great opportunity to save lives 2553-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

with continued research at FFTF. If continued hearing or studies are needed, my
attitude is you should get on with it.

Our community has developed ways to take care of waste. We have the research
personnel to treat cancer patients. Please let us go forward. This will be good for
your family, for members of my family, and the members of every family in the

United States.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Doc Hastings,
U.S. House of Representatives, WA

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 387.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2579: Harold Heacock

Response to Commentor No. 2579

2579-1—What | would like to do tonight is simply touch on a few of the claims
that have been made in the testimony this week. Firstis FFTF is an inherently
safe reactor designed and built to the highest standards available in the country
and is the safest of all of the available DOE facilities. It will operate at a lower
power level than was designed for adding to the margins of safety. There are no
significant environmental releases from that reactor.

The fuel — there is a fuel supply available which can be utilized for the first 15
years of operation and there are alternatives available for use beyond that point
which are nonproliferation.

2579-2—There are no significant waste streams from it. And there is no high
level waste generated by the FFTF because there is no fuel reprocessing
planned. Rather the spent fuel will be stored in dry casts and disposed of. So
the words we have heard about adding high level waste to already leaking tanks
is not relevant. It is insupportable.

2579-3—The FFTF was not designed or ever operated for military programs and
there are none proposed in the current EIS.

2579-4—The possibility of accelerators? Yes, accelerators can produce a lot of
materials. But an accelerator the size and power that would be required to equal
the capacity of the FFTF does not exist even on paper and is extremely doubtful to
be built in the near future.

2579-5—The idea of bringing plutonium in through Puget Sound is simply
unrealistic. The national port for shipping spent fuel materials, not fresh fuel, into
this country is the Navy port of Charleston, South Carolina, which routinely
handles those shipments.

2579-6—In terms of impact to clean-up, the FFTF is currently funded from
separate funds from the Environmental Management budget and if it were to be
started up and operated, it would be funded out of entirely separate funding. It
would not take funding from the clean-up program.

2579-7—O0On the other hand, if the decision were made to shut down and decom-
mission the reactor, then it would be transferred to the Environmental Manage-
ment Program at an estimated cost of some $200 million for decommissioning,
and that would have to come out of an already inadequate EM budget here at
Hanford.

2579-8—Look at all the facts and all the issues. You can only come to one
conclusion and that is that FFTF is the best solution to meet the programmatic
needs.

2579-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. FFTF can be
operated safely to accomplish the stated missions. The analyses presented in this
NI PEISreflect the proposed changesto the reactor core (including fuel and
irradiation targets) to perform the stated missions. The Record of Decision for the
PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental impacts, costs,
public input, nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance, policy, and
program objectives. In the event that FFTF restart is selected in the Record of
Decision, anew Safety Analysis Report, including a Probabilistic Risk
Assessment (PRA), will be prepared and it will address any changesin plant
configuration, operating conditions and procedures. The revised safety analyses
will be subjected to athorough independent review process.

2579-2: DOE notes the commentor’s observations regarding waste generation. As
identified in Section 4.3.1.1 13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF would
generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g., solid
low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous wastes, This
would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste to be
generated over the 35-year period of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small
in comparison to the waste generated by current Hanford activities. High-level
radioactive waste would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. It is
DOE's policy that all wastes be managed (i e., treated, stored and disposed) in a
safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders. The NI PEIS
addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal
of the waste generated by the proposed action for all alternatives and alternative
options. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are al'so
addressed. These programswill be implemented for the aternative selected in the
Record of Decision.

2579-3: DOE notes the commentors statement concerning the actions proposed for FFTF
and evaluated in the NI PEIS. The only proposed actions being considered are
those analyzed in the NI PEIS, which are the production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses; plutonium production for future NASA space
exploration missions; and U.S. nuclear research and development needsfor civilian
application. None of the dternativesin the NI PEIS include defense missions, nor
would they contribute to future weapons production.

2579-4: While DOE hasthefinal design for accelerator with an energy level and size larger
than the high-energy accel erator proposed inthe NI PEIS, DOE has no conceptual,
preliminary, or final design for an accelerator that hasthe energy level and size
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2579: Harold Heacock (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2579

2579-5:

required to support the plutonium-238 production mission at the maximum
production rate of 5 kilograms per year. The accelerator designs for Alternative 3
were developed to alevel of detail that was adequate to assess the environmental
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed facilities
and the technical feasibility of meeting the mission objectives. Figure2.33
indicates that design and construction of the high-energy accelerator would be
completed in 5 years plus an additional 2 years would be required for startup and
testing of the facility. DOE operates two accelerators that are being utilized for
the production of medical isotopes, the Brookhaven Linac | sotope Producer
(BLIP) located at the Brookhaven National Laboratory and the Los Alamos
Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) located at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory. DOE is currently in the process of upgrading the LANSCE facility
with the 100 MeV isotope production facility. The upgrade is scheduled for
completion in 2001.

Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point to import
mixed oxide fuel from Europeto fuel FFTF. At thistime, however DOE has not
proposed to import this fuel through any specific port. If DOE ultimately
decides to import fuel from Europe, it would perform a separate NEPA analysis
to select aport. Thisreview would address al relevant potential impacts of
overseas and inland water transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land
transportation, as well as safeguards and security associated with the import of
SNR-300 mixed oxide fuel through avariety of specific candidate ports on the
east and west coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local

resol utions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel intothe
proposed aternative ports. In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear
infrastructure, it would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks
under any alternative. Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic shipment
would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency requirements. In
Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum impacts from the marine
transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe to a representative military port,
Charleston, South Carolina, and overland transportation to Hanford. Also in that
section, abounding analysis demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological
risks to the surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipmentswould be
extremely small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and lessthan 1 chancein
50 hillion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from overland highway
accidents).
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2579: Harold Heacock (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2579

2579-6. The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office
of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE). The nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which
has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities.

2579-7: The commentor should note, that the NI PEIS addresses deactivation of FFTF,
not decommission of FFTF. Deactivation of FFTF is a Hanford cleanup cost.

2579-8: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Patricia Heasler

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 392.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Suzanne Heaston
[for] U.S. Senator Slade Gorton, WA

The oral comments were submitted in greater detail at the Seattle, Washington,
hearing. For responses, see Commentor No. 2497 (Suzanne Heaston).
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2589: Raymond | ssacson

Response to Commentor No. 2589

2589-1—1I look at FFTF as our prize jewel. And as has been said by many,
including some pretty high level members of the Department of Energy, that is
exactly what it is. It operated, as you have heard tonight, for a long time without
fault. It was idle for some time. Many missions have been looked at. But | think
this is the first one that really is the most humanitarian mission of all that this
community was willing to support.

But nonetheless, FFTF is there. It is there for us to again utilize in the defense of
people of the United States and other places against diseases. Not just cancer
but heart diseases, osteoporosis as was mentioned earlier and a few other
things of that nature.

2589-2—1 got a chance to handle tons of plutonium during the inspection
process as we shipped that stuff out. The fear of plutonium | think is over
exaggerated. It is dangerous and you've got to handle it carefully. There is no
guestion about that, both from a critical mass standpoint and from the safety
standpoint. We did have accidents, yes. But darn few with respect to what
happened out there

2589-3—Some of the people spoke to the issue of how much power it takes to
run these accelerators. And was that factored into the overall cost analysis,
including the infrastructure required to produce the power? Because in some
cases, you know, we talk about the size of a reactor, and you can't build a reactor
today for less than about a billion dollars.

2589-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2589-2: Procedures and controls will be in place to protect personnel and facilities from
contamination. Both neptunium-237 and plutonium-238 would be stored in
shielded containersin quantities and configurations that preclude criticality.
Target preparation and postirradiation processing would be carried out in batches
involving quantitieswell below those at which criticality could occur.

2589-3. The cost of the electric power required to the support accelerator operation was
included in the annual operating cost estimate for Alternative 3. The

infrastructure associated with generating that power was not considered.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|H 1584 8yl Jo 9]0y 8y Buipnjou| ‘se1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA Uoonpo.d adojos|
pue swdopreg pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuedxT Buiysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug onewwe16old [euld



€6E-€

Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2558: Charles Kilbury, Councilman,
City of Pasco, WA

Response to Commentor No. 2558

2558-1—I am a Councilman and former Mayor of the City of Pasco. In addition, | am
also chairman of the Franklin County Democratic Central Committee, a trustee of the
Southeastern Washington Central Labor Council and an officer of the United Trans-
portation Union Local 977, and | am speaking in behalf of all four bodies. These four
bodies are quite familiar with the abilities of the Fast Flux Test Facility, having followed
its beginning to completion and its operation for the Department of Energy. And each
body has passed numerous resolutions supporting the resumption of operations for
the FFTF, assured this facility is properly the most capable and the most financially
reasonable method of accomplishing the proposed functions desired by the Depart-
ment of Energy.

The FFTF can probably produce the greatest profusion of new isotopes for use as
required for medical treatment of disease, including that their sale will go a long ways
toward paying for the operation of the FFTF, and will certainly eliminate the importa-
tion of particles from the CANDU reactors in Canada. In addition, the production of
plutonium-238 to provide power for the operation of our instruments traveling through
space is a use which can be provided for a reasonable cost and with more produc-
tion than in any other avenue.

Finally, the FFTF already has demonstrated its capability to function as a nuclear
science and radiation services users facility. That function has already taken
place during ten years of operation and it worked quite well. Therefore, these
four projects are well adapted to the FFTF and the entities desire to see that they
are carried out.

2558-2—...we expect to see them carried out without use of any clean-up money.

2558-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. FFTF
operation would not eliminate the need to acquire isotopes from foreign sources,
including Canada. DOE hasrevised Section 1.2 of Volume 1 of the PEISto clarify
the availability of isotopes from other producers.

2558-2: The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office
of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE). The nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which
has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. As stated in Section
N.3.2 of Appendix N, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Bruce Klos

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 406.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2564: Jim Knight

Response to Commentor No. 2564

2564-1—Now we are looking at something else that would help people. A way to
reduce cancer, to kill cancer cells and give people an extension of their lives. This
is something we can do with the FFTF. Now as with food irradiation, it is like if
we had a house on fire there and our neighbors, which had the radioisotopes
that prevent the contamination, wouldn'’t turn on their fire hose. We are looking at
the same thing here. The fire hose being the radioisotopes from the FFTF and
the fire being these people whose lives are flaming out early, prematurely,
because of not having the radioisotopes. Right now we are in a position —
Colette and DOE and, you, the bureaucracy, are in the position of playing God.
You can make a decision. You can start the FFTF and reduce the death and pain
of these cancer patients, or you can sit by and spend days, months and years
doing these studies and at the rate of, what is it, 1,000 or 1,500 people dying
each day.

2564-2—How many days are we going to look at these many people dying
because the DOE and bureaucracy are sitting on all these studies in Washington
and using these smoke screens that are set up by Heart of America and by
these other anti-nuclear who do not have to bear any responsibility of any of
these people dying, but they can certainly help you keep your hand on the faucet
and not turn the water on to help save these people.

2564-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2564-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views and concerns particular with regard to delays
in the medical isotope production mission. DOE is committed to discharging its
responsihilities in an open and unbiased manner and providing the public with
comprehensive environmental reviews of its proposed actions. DOE’s Record of
Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on anumber of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives. Decisions
made will be published in the Record of Decision no sooner than 30 days after
publication of this NI PEIS.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2607: Ava Kruse-Chung

Response to Commentor No. 2607

2607-1—As a health care professional, it's my recommendation for the start-up
of FFTF.

2607-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2600: Molly Lewis

Response to Commentor No. 2600

2600-1—I would be a great proponent of alternative five, which would be no
start-up for the FFTF.

2600-2—I'm really concerned about the waste. The contamination is already
going into the Columbia without any method of stopping or controlling the waste.

I'm also extremely concerned that the EIS has no proposed clean-up plan in their
statement. I'm very concerned that it would just contribute to the waste that is
already going into the Columbia, which is becoming more and more polluted.
I'm very worried about that because | see the Columbia becoming a more and
more polluted river, and | don't think that we need to do anything to endanger its
health any further.

2600-3—Also, as far as cancer research goes, none of these isotopes have
been FDA approved for the cancer patients, and | think that needs to be taken into
account, that these isotopes might not even be approved by the FDA and there-
fore not used for cancer. Therefore, the FFTF would already have been started up
without any benefit to anyone, really.

Also, the medical team that the Department of Energy sent out to look at the
possible options for the FFTF said that the FFTF was not well suited for the
production of medical isotopes. It seems very ludicrous to me that the FFTF
would be restarted for these medical isotopes if it's not well suited to it, where
other facilities are much more well suited for this project.

2600-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate
FFTF.

2600-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration
activitiesare conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed
to honoring this agreement. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia
River. There are no dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or
hazardous discharges to groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,45.32.4, and
4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water
quality at Hanford from operation of Hanford facilities that would support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

2600-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical isotopes,
and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two expert bodies, the Expert
Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to forecast
future demand for medical isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of
medical isotope use during the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per
year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications. These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective adviceregarding the
future form of its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential capability
of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.
In the period since theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical
isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1 2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs. The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for
Isotope Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in atimely and cost efficient
manner were made in the context of the facility producing research isotopes asits
sole mission. It would not be cost effective to restart FFTF for the singular
purpose of producing small quantities of various research isotopes. However,
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2600: Molly Lewis (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2600

sustained operation of FFTF for the production of larger quantities of both research
and commercial isotopeswould beviableif operated in concert with producing
plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: "In limited instances, the DOE
pOssesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutronsand largeirradiation
volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but
isbest suited for commercial interestswho might consider itsusefor isotope
production.” Inrecognition of these constraintson its operational feasibility, the

NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated
missions. While someexisting reactorsmay possessthe potential capability or
capacity to support research i sotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of theseisotopesto support projected
needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing missions of these
facilities. DOE hastaken the Expert Panel and NERA C report recommendations
under consideration in devel oping therange of alternativeseva uated inthe

NI PEIS. Thesereports were made availableto the public at the NI PEIS public
information centers and on the Internet at www.nuclear.gov. Thelist of isotopes
shown in Table 1-1, Volume 1 of the Draft NI PEIS are arepresentative set of
isotopes selected on the basi s of the recommendations of the Expert Panel, medical
market forecasts, reviews of medical literature, and more than 100 types of ongoing
clinical trialsthat use radioisotopesfor the treatment of cancer and other diseases.
Although these isotopes are arepresentative sample of possibleisotopesthat could
be produced, DOE expects that the actual isotopes produced as aresult of the
proposed action would vary from year to year in responseto the focus of clinical
research and the specific market needs occurring at that time. Therefore, unless
used for research and development or clinical trials, medical isotopesthat have not

been approved for use by the Food and Drug Administration would not be produced.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2566: Ellen Magan

Response to Commentor No. 2566

2566-1—I am here on behalf of my son who a year and a half ago got hit in the
eye with a golf ball and lost his eye. He had three surgeries in two weeks.
Sometime after that, we had to go to the hospital to see what the swelling was
doing in the implant in his eye. They didn’t have to give him IV’'s. They didn’'t have
to put him to sleep. He didn't have to go in for surgery. He simply got a shot of
an isotope. They did a scan and they were able to tell the condition of his eye
without going in there and invading it at all. And | would just ask you to keep the
isotopes coming for people like him.

2566-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2588: Bill Martin
Tri-City Industrial Development Council

Response to Commentor No. 2588

2588-1—TRIDEC strongly supports the objectives of DOE’s nuclear energy
program and specifically endorses the implementation of the missions identified
in the draft EIS. We also strongly support the identification of the FFTF as the
preferred option for accomplishing these missions. The draft EIS clearly shows
the capability and superiority of the FFTF over the other alternatives considered.
FFTF is the most modern reactor available. It was designed and constructed to
meet DOE and NRC standards and operated flawlessly over a 10-year period
with no significant safety incidents or issues.

In fact, the operation of FFTF will provide very positive economic and social
impacts, not only in the Pacific Northwest but also the nation. Local business,
labor and government organizations strongly support the restart of FFTF.

2588-2—FFTF has been clearly identified in the EIS to be the preferred option for
meeting the identified program missions without negative social, environmental
or economic impacts.

We request that the assets of FFTF receive an objective, balanced and realistic
evaluation during the preparation of the record of decision.

2588-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2588-2: DOE notes the commentor’sviews. In accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(€)), DOE has identified its
preferred alternative in Volume 1, Section 2.8 of the Final NI PEIS and included a
discussion of DOE'sreasons for selecting it. DOE’s Record of Decision for the
NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental impacts,
public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and
other policy and programmatic objectives.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2595: Pat McDanie€l
Mid-Columbia Engineering

Response to Commentor No. 2595

2595-1—We have a facility out here that is just essentially rotting away that the
American taxpayer has paid literally billions of dollars for, and it does have a lot of
use for the production of plutonium for the use for health purposes. As our aging
community gets older and older, there is continued use in new developments for
these types of isotopes, and that's why | think it's very important that we keep the
FFTF alive and put it back into production.

2595-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2578: Debbie Mensinger

Response to Commentor No. 2578

2578-1—I want to see medical isotopes produced here at FFTF so that we have
an adequate local source of supply and are not forced to go to a foreign country.

FFTF is the only reactor in the Western Hemisphere capable of producing large
quantities of several high specific activity isotopes like iodine-131. The FFTF
reactor could produce enough copper-67 and alpha-emitting isotopes for cancer
treatment options.

My message is simple. Restart FFTF immediately. Include in its mission the
production of medical isotopes.

2578-2—As a taxpayer, | am hopeful that the Department of Energy will look at the
facts behind each alternative and not be swayed by political pressure or
anti-nuclear groups spreading misinformation while using scare tactics.

2578-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2578-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views including the need for reliance on factual
information asthe basis for sound decisionmaking. The selection of facilitiesand
sitelocationsfor accomplishing expanded civilian nuclear energy research and
development and isotope production missionsis not a political decision. DOE's
Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2561: Armand Minthorn
Confederated Tribes of Umatilla

Response to Commentor No. 2561

2561-1—This evening, | come here to cite our concerns with the consideration
that is being deliberated about the Fast Flux Test Facility. | come here not only to
listen, but to learn and to not make any hasty judgments. A lot of the people in
this room my tribe have to work with and | have to work with. And by no means do
| want to interfere with those working relations. But there comes a time when we
have to make a choice and we have to make a decision. | would hope that any
decisions that are made here wouldn’t be criticized. | am not here to criticize
anyone for the decision that they are going to make.

This evening, | come here and | join Governor Kitzhaber, the State of Oregon, in
opposing the restart of Fast Flux Test Facility.

2561-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor: Victor Moore

Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 408.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2599: Derek Mosely Response to Commentor No. 2599

2599-1—I'm testifying for my best friend, Andrew Sniden. I'm 15 years old. I'm a 2599-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
sophomore at Richland High School. Andrew and |, we were born on the same
day, October 25, 1984, in Northwest Hospital in Seattle, Washington.

We were really close friends because we were born, you know, the same day,
friends at birth, soul mates, like brothers. No matter where we lived, whenever
we got together, we just clicked.

Well, Andrew got real sick in February of 1997 when he was 12, and they
diagnosed him with AML, which stands for acute myelogenous leukemia....
Nuclear medicine, or radioisotopes, could have been able to save my best
friend, Andrew.

Don't let someone die just because you don't understand the possibilities that
FFTF means to others with cancer, especially if they're only 14.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2556: Carol Moser, Mayor Pro-Temp,
City of Richland, WA

Response to Commentor No. 2556

2556-1—The FFTF holds the possibility to cure some cancers in our lifetime.
Already radioisotope therapy has been used successfully in treating many types
of human diseases including rheumatoid arthritis and some forms of leukemia.

The draft PEIS shows that the FFTF could be used for many other missions as
well, and you will hear lots of expert testimony testifying to the technology and its
possibilities. | am here because it is time to make a positive decision to restart
the FFTF. For this community, it is a mission that we deserve. A possibility to
overcome the stigma that our nuclear legacy has left us with and to put the U.S.
citizens past investments to good use, especially in the efficient production of
isotopes for commercial demand. Let's not hold future generations hostage
because we are afraid to take the steps of progress. | strongly urge the adoption
of alternative 1 of the draft PEIS.

2556-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2567: Rick Mouts

Response to Commentor No. 2567

2567-1—I was not surprised that the PEIS confirmed that there was essentially
no public risk associated with operation of the FFTF to support an expanded
isotope mission. Since | have been associated with operation of the FFTF for
many years, | can personally attest to its high standards of safety.

2567-2—O0ne brochure | have read from front to back is entitled “Hanford in the
River”, by Columbia River United. This brochure identifies the major areas in
past operations at Hanford that have impacted the Columbia River. | would like to
point out that the FFTF operated for nearly 10 years. FFTF is not mentioned one
single time in this activist publication for impacting the Columbia River. Why?
Because the operation of FFTF has absolutely no impact on the River.

| honestly do not understand the basis for many of Heart of America Northwest
claims that restarting FFTF will have enormous environmental consequences for
the Pacific Northwest for generations to come. Or their claim that the public must
demand that DOE shut down FFTF to prevent more disasters at Hanford and
save the future of Hanford clean-up.

2567-3—Another handout | read was from Columbia Riverkeeper. In it they
demand that the following statement be removed from the PEIS summary on
spent fuel management. “The environmental impacts associated with the
existing inventory of spent fuel at the Hanford site are minimal.” | agree that this
statement should be removed. Instead, the PEIS summary should reflect DOE’s
well publicized and appropriate commitment to remove the 2,100 metric tons of
corroded defense mission spent fuel from Hanford’s 100 area water basins.
This defense mission’s spent fuel does not include the 16 metric tons of
non-defense spent FFTF fuel. The PEIS summary should also discuss the
minimal environmental impacts associated with the spent FFTF fuel on its own
merits. Namely, that it is not corroded and is stored in dry storage casts, not
aging defense mission water basins. This section should also be consistent
with Chapter 4 of the PEIS which correctly states that the FFTF spent fuel will be
shipped to the repository for disposal.

Another activist statement made by Seattle-based Heart of America Northwest
contends, “Restart of the FFTF nuclear reactor will have enormous environmen-
tal consequences for the Pacific Northwest for generations to come. Restart of
the FFTF nuclear reactor will mean importations of weapons grade plutonium
and mixed oxide fuel to Hanford from Germany and production of 35,000 pounds
of high level nuclear waste.” Here they mean the 16 metric tons of spent FFTF
fuel, “Waste which US DOE has no idea where or how to dispose of. But the
report,” — and here they mean the PEIS — “just concludes that the waste can be
stored indefinitely in Hanford.”

2567-1: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 providesthe results
of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1, including normal operations and a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF
would besmall.

2567-2: The stated mission delineated in the NI PEIS would not impact the Columbia
River. FFTF islocated approximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. There
are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS
(eg., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4) indicate that
there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at
Hanford from operation of the existing Hanford facilities in support of the stated
missions. Also, no water quality impacts would be expected as aresult of
permanent deactivation of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

2567-3: Thediscussion in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 on the cumulative
impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford was revised to clarify that
the management of the existing spent nuclear fuel at Hanford resultsin a dose of
lessthan 0.1 millirem per year ot the maximally exposed member of the public.
This doseis well within the DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5. As
discussed in that Order, the dose limit from airborne emissionsis 10 millirem per
year, asrequired by the Clean Air Act; drinking water is4 millirem per year, as
required by the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways
combined is 100 millirem per year. DOE has committed to remove the spent
nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in a geologic repository. Infull
recognition of DOE's position to take expeditious action in regards to Hanford
cleanup, the NI PEIS evaluated the maximum cumulative radiation exposure to the
public from all reasonably foreseeable Hanford Site activities over the 35 year
time-frame. These activities include future waste management (as estimated in the
Hanford Comprehensive Land Use Plan), tank waste remediation, K Basin spent
nuclear fuel management, decommissioned naval reactor plant disposal, and
Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization (see section 4.8.3.3). Asshownin
Table 4-173, the dose to the maximally exposed individual would be expected to
remain well within regulatory limits. Based on an exposure period of 35 years,
0.21 (<1) latent cancer fatalities would be expected to occur among the local
population over the 35-year period as a result of Hanford related radiation
exposure. The cumulative impact assessment also determined that the
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2567: Rick Mouts (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2567

First, the FFTF fuel is not nor could it ever been classified as weapons grade
plutonium. Also, had Heart of America Northwest read Chapter 4 of the PEIS, they
would know that DOE did not in any way conclude that the spent fuel would be
stored indefinitely at Hanford. Instead they would know that the disposition path
for the 16 metric tons of spent FFTF fuel is to ship it to the repository for disposal.
The same process as for the nation’s 105,000 metric tons of commercial reactor
fuel. They would also know that the timeline for doing this is either during
operation or at cessation of reactor operation. Furthermore, if Heart of America
Northwest really had public education in mind, they would be knowledgeable
about the status of the repository at Yucca Mountain. They would then know that
the FFTF fuel is suitable for repository disposal in its current form and that its
contribution to the overall projected repository inventory is only 0.015 percent.

2567-4—Heart of America Northwest must provide accurate, credible analysis to
substantiate their claims. They must also be willing to come to the table with
their concerns so that they can be resolved. Operation of FFTF to produce
isotopes for this nation is too important to throw out based on the hearsay of a
few activist groups. By using unsubstantiated claims in an attempt to manipulate
the public into forcing DOE to shut down FFTF, it is my opinion that Heart of
America Northwest has seriously undermined the NEPA process and their own
credibility as a stakeholder.

2567-5—1I fully support the restart of FFTF to produce medical isotopes.

incremental annual radiation dose to the maximum exposed publicindividual from
the NI-PEIS proposed operations at FFTF and FMEF or RPL, including the
impact of storing the 16 metric tons of heavy metal of spent FFTF nuclear fuel
(see section 4.3.1.1.14) that would be generated in the 35 year nuclear
infrastructure operation period, would be 0.0054 mrem. This assessment also
determined that 0.0045 latent cancer fatalities would be expected to occur among
the local population as aresult of the NI PEIS related radiation exposure over the
35 year period. Also note that is section 4.3.1.1.14, it is stated that upon
cessation or reactor operation, or earlier, this spent fuel inventory would be
shipped off-site to ageological repository for disposal.  The annual dosesto
the public from the Hanford site and proposed NI PEIS activities above are
insignificant. For perspective, the radiation dose the average American receives
from natural sourcesis about 300 mrem each year. Based on the same 35 year
time period used above, approximately 2,000 latent cancer fatalitieswould be
expected among the same population as a result of this natural (non-Hanford
related) radiation exposure. In that same 35 years, about 19,000 cancer fatalities
from all causes would be expected in the same population.

2567-4: DOE notes the commentor’s views on the need for accurate, credible analysisto
substantiate claims and concerns that unsubstantiated claims undermine the

NEPA process.
2567-5. DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2597: Mark Naulty

Response to Commentor No. 2597

2597-1—1 support the restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility outside of Richland. |
think it will be a huge benefit to our community and nation with its research and
its development of isotopes.

2597-2—1 also believe that some things are not being looked at, such as the
cost of power. The cost of power in the last year has quadrupled to enormous
rates, and that the addition of a generator on the Fast Flux Test Facility would
also help pay for its cost.

2597-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
2597-2: DOE notes the commentor’s view that FFTF could generate power to help pay

for its cost. However, the purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the
environmental impacts of reasonabl e alternativesto expanding DOE’s existing
nuclear facility infrastructure. FFTF was not designed for the production of
electric power. For example, it has no turbine generators and actually requires
some electric power for operations (see description off FFTF in Volume 1, section
2.3.1.1). Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks
to maintain and enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:. 1) to support the need for increased domestic production of
isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitially identified by apanel
of expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source that
isrequired for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured
supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin
order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio. These missions do not include
the generation of power. A separate "Cost Report for the Alternatives Presented
in the Draft NI PEIS" was issued by DOE in August 2000, which is available at
the NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at www.nuclear.gov.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2613: Jack Nelson

2613-1—Restart and operation of the Fast Flux Test Facility is a pro-active step in 2613-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
meeting our nation’s medical, industrial, and space exploration isotopes needs,
a progressive approach to nuclear power research, and a wise use of public
dollars.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Debbie Nielsen Response to Commentor No. 2613

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 425.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Donna Noski, Council Member,
City of West Richland, WA

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 399.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|H 1584 8yl Jo 9]0y 8y Buipnjou| ‘se1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA Uoonpo.d adojos|
pue swdopreg pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuedxT Buiysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug onewwe16old [euld



€Iv-€

Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Marlene Oliver
National Association of Cancer Patients

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 1700.

sesuodsey 30Q puesbulfesH 01gnd 8y} T peiLesa id SIteWWo) [eJo— seideyD



viv-€

Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Bernie Patterson

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 264.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2559: Jerome Peltier, Mayor,
City of West Richland

Response to Commentor No. 2559

2559-1—The restart of FFTF means giving cancer patients a choice, that choice
medical isotopes. Yes, the choice can be as simple as life or death. Ask
yourself what is a life worth. It is my position that if the restart of FFTF could save
just one life, then it is worth it.

My comments this evening at this hearing are directed to the Department of
Energy Fast Flux Test Facility Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact State-
ment release in July. It is essential that the final PEIS contain all of the facts as
they relate to the capability of FFTF, which has the greatest capability of producing
the quantity, the variety and the quality of medical isotopes required by the
medical industry. In addition, FFTF has the capability of producing industrial
isotopes, space batteries and can be a world leader in nuclear research.

The final PEIS should designate FFTF as the preferred alternative for the produc-
tion of medical isotopes because it is the only facility that can accommodate all
the demands of the medical isotope program as well as industry, space and
research.

2559-2—These capabilities are far too important to get lost in the extreme tactics

of the anti-nuclear movement as demonstrated in the previous hearings on FFTF.

These groups lie, misrepresent facts and present alternatives that are far more
expensive and technically inadequate.

Finally, let me say that the capabilities, flexibility, technology, cost benefits and the
saving of lives must be the drivers behind the decision to restart FFTF. Politics
should not drive or prevent the restart, which in the past has had a tendency to
overshadow the merits of the technology. The FFTF is a safe reactor and can
produce medical isotopes that can save

thousands of lives. Do not listen to comments of an anti-nuclear faction whose
only goal is to stop a lifesaving medical isotope mission in Hanford, create fear,
raise money for their cause and deprive cancer patients of their lives.

2559-3—1 specifically would like the following data included in the PEIS —
isotope quantity, quality and availability particularly for research isotopes and
isotopes with high specific activity. It is essential that a domestic supply of these
isotopes be identified as well as the current production facilities. The PEIS
should include DOE'’s facilities including reactors, cyclotrons and accelerators

2559-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2559-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views. The selection of facilities and site locations
for accomplishing expanded civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment and
isotope production missionsis not a political decision DOE's Record of
Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on anumber of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

2559-3: DOE notes the commentor’s views. For the purposes of analyses in the NI PEIS,
arepresentative set of isotopes was selected on the basis of the recommendations
of the Expert Panel, medical market forecasts, reviews of medical literature, and
more than 100 types of ongoing clinical trials that use radioisotopes for the
treatment of cancer and other diseases. These isotopes are listed in Table 1-1 of
Volume 1, along with abrief description of their medical and/or industrial
applications. Unlike Table C 1 of Volume 2, which lists representative i sotopes
that could be produced using FFTF, the isotopes listed in Table 1-1 include both
reactor- and accelerator- produced isotopes. The absence of any specific isotope
from the Table 1-1 should not be interpreted to mean that it would not be
considered for production under the proposed action. Rather, these isotopes are a
representative sample of possible isotopes that could be produced, and DOE
expects that the actual isotopes and specific amounts produced as a result of the
proposed action would vary from year to year in response to the focus of clinical
research and the specific market needs occurring at that time. Therefore, the
NI PEIS cannot identify how short-lived isotopes that will be produced by DOE
in the future will be transported to treatment centers, as requested by the
commentor. DOE also does not believe that a cost-benefit analysis of
radioisotope therapy alone or in combination with older treatments is warranted
and is not, therefore, included inthe NI PEIS. While some existing DOE reactors
other than those considered in the NI PEIS may possess the potential capability
or capacity to support research isotope production, it is unlikely that reliable,
increased production of these isotopes to support projected needs could be
accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of thesefacilities.

2559-4: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
concern regarding medical wastes. Medical wastes are regulated by the U.S. EPA
and authorized states. It is not under DOE's purview.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2559: Jerome Peltier, Mayor, (Cont’d)
City of West Richland

Response to Commentor No. 2559

and address which of these isotopes will come from which source. Current
committed missions in DOE facilities should be accounted for, and the methods
for meeting both mission and isotope demands should be identified. The PEIS
should further identify where short-lived isotopes will be produced and how they
will be transported to treatment centers. The PEIS should contain a cost/benefit
analysis of radioisotope therapy alone or in combination with older treatments
such as surgery, chemotherapy and external beam radiation. This study should
be based on statistics presented for the various FDA approved cancer radioiso-
tope treatments and clinical studies.

2559-4—The final waste minimization plans should include an analysis of all the
waste associated with cancer treatment. The plan should address FFTF waste
as well as the waste from the medical community. Cancer patients today
produce a lot of waste, from both surgery waste and chemotherapy, which are
both toxic and infectious. Currently these wastes are being stored in 55-gallon
drums in hallways, under stairwells, on loading bays and even in parking lot
spaces at many hospitals and treatment centers. These wastes represent an
unrecognized hazard that far exceeds the hazard of the waste that will be
produced at FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2583: James Polleri

Response to Commentor No. 2583

2583-1—The report also includes some vitally important plans such as a
statement in the summary report that DOE proposes to enhance its existing
nuclear infrastructure to provide for the three needs of isotope production,
production of Pu-238 for space batteries and research and development. In my
opinion and in those of many others, the successful meeting of these needs is
of vital importance to America’s future, including both personal health and our
national energy security.

The FFTF offers many advantages compared with the other PEIS alternatives.
For example the use of an existing facility rather than a new facility and lesser
environmental impacts. In addition, the FFTF would make a positive contribution
to nonproliferation by transmuting PU-239 in both existing FFTF and German
reactor fuel. In view of these and other considerations, alternative #1, restart
FFTF, should be identified as the preferred alternative in the PEIS.

2583-2—Some improvements that should be made in the PEIS are as follows:
One, a table should be included, preferably in the summary report, that identifies
which of the 30 medical isotopes that are covered by the EIS can be made in
each facility in sufficient specific activity, purity and quantity for commercial
purposes. Without such information, a valid comparison cannot be made
between the relative merits of each facility and the environmental impacts.

2583-3—Two, a table should be added, preferably in the summary report, that
provides a comparison of attributes for the various facilities such as neutron
volume, flux level, thermal temperature, et cetera. This will allow the reader to
readily evaluate the relative merits of each facility based on facility capability and
environmental impact.

2583-4—Three, the comparisons between the various facilities with respect to
the number of latent cancers that are potentially developed by the public that are
given in the summary report figures do not appear to be statistically meaningful.
If true, the figures should be deleted or a note added to the figures that ad-
dresses the uncertainty.

2583-5—Four, transportation [and environmental impacts of replacing fuel and
ATR, higher and new research reactor during the 35-year operating period
should be addressed in the PEIS]. Without inclusion of these impacts, the PEIS
is incomplete and potentially misleading.

2583-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2583-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views. For the purposes of analyses in the NI PEIS,
arepresentative set of isotopes was selected on the basis of the recommendations
of the Expert Panel, medical market forecasts, reviews of medical literature, and
more than 100 types of ongoing clinical trials that use radioisotopes for the
treatment of cancer and other diseases. These 37 representative isotopes are
listed in Table 1-1 of Volume 1, along with abrief description of their medical and/
or industrial applications. Unlike Table C-1 of Volume 2, which lists
representative isotopes that could be produced using FFTF, the isotopes listed in
Table 1 1 include both reactor- and accelerator- produced isotopes. The absence
of any specific isotope from the Table 1-1 should not be interpreted to mean that
it would not be considered for production under the proposed action. Rather,
these isotopes are a representative sample of possible isotopes that could be
produced, and DOE expects that the actual isotopes and specific amounts
produced as aresult of the proposed action would vary from year to year in
response to the focus of clinical research and the specific market needs occurring
at that time.

2583-3: Thesummary of environmental impacts (Volume 1, Section 2.7.1) has been
revised and reformatted in the Final NI PEIS. Section 2.7.3, Comparison of
Mission Effectiveness Among Alternatives, has been revised in the Final NI PEIS
to identify the medical isotopes that can be produced using accelerator technology
(Alternative 3) and reactor technology aternatives (Alternatives 1 and 4). The
designsfor Alternatives 3 and 4 were developed to alevel of detail that was
adequate to assess the environmental impacts associated with the construction
and operation of the facilities and the technical feasibility of meeting the mission
objectives.

2583-4: The comparison of expected latent cancer fatalities provided for each of the
alternatives provides information that can be used to differentiate between the
environmental impacts of arange of reasonable aternatives. Theradiological risks
are, indeed, small and similar. However, the sizesand similarities of the valuesfor
public risk are useful information for the public and the Department’s decision
makers. Whilethe results shown in the figures are statistically meaningful, the
physical significance of estimated valuesfor latent cancer fatalities at low dose
ratesis currently anissue of scientific debate. Some scientist believe that the
linear, no threshold theory isvalid. Some scientist believe that there isathreshold
below which radiation dose is not harmful. Neither side can present conclusive
proof. Calculations of radiological health effectsin thisNI PEIS are based on the
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2583: James Palleri (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2583

2583-6—Four, [transportation] and environmental impacts of replacing fuel and
ATR, higher and new research reactor during the 35-year operating period
should be addressed in the PEIS. Without inclusion of these impacts, the PEIS
is incomplete and potentially misleading.

2583-7—In a very recent report on the Heart of American Website, the title is
given of “Tokimara Japan’s nuclear disaster could easily happen at Hanford, an
uncontrolled nuclear reaction of criticality, especially if the FFTF reactor is
restarted.” The statement that there is a similar risk to our region due to FFTF
restart is incorrect. Concerns were raised in the report regarding processing
fuel to go on the FFTF and the processing of irradiated targets with nitric acid. If
additional FFTF fuel is needed later, it would not be located at Hanford, but in a
commercial facility. If processing of targets will be done at Hanford, criticality
safety controls will be imposed and strictly enforced with emphasis on engineer
safety features. However, not mentioned in the Heart of America report is that
Pu-238 and 237 cannot be critical in any amount when mixed with water or nitric
acid. Also, no criticality has ever occurred in the free world, excluding reactor
cores in critical facilities, involving fuel that was in solid, non-solution form.

2583-5:

2583-6:

linear, no threshold theory becauseit is conservative. Numerical values calculated
for the range of reasonable alternatives are presented, regardless of therelative
size of the impact.

Periodic replacement of nuclear fuel at the reactorsidentified in the comment
would be part of normal reactor operations. Use of the operating reactors (ATR
and HFIR) would result in achange of the mission profile, but no increased useage
of fuel. Therefore, transportation impacts are not within the scope of the

NI PEIS. For Alternative 4 - Construct New Research Reactor the impacts of
providing fuel to the reactor are in the scope of the NI PEIS. The low-enriched
uranium fuel for the new research reactor would be made in the United States and
transported commercially. The per-shipment risk factors are shown in Table J-5,
and theimpacts areincluded in Alternative 4. See sections4.6 1.2.11,
4.6.2.2.11and 4.6.3.2.11.

Periodic replacement of nuclear fuel at the reactorsidentified by the commentor
would be part of reactor operations. For presently operating reactors, the
proposed use of ATR and HFIR would result in no incremental impacts to
involved workers, to individualsin the general public, or to other environmental
resources. Thisis because these reactors would already be operating to provide
other irradiation services (Sections 4.4.1.1.9 and 4.4.7.1.9 of the NI PEIS). For
this same reason, there would be no incremental impacts associated with
transporting fuel for these reactors. Normal operations of the new research
reactor (which includes spent fuel handling), would result in an annual doseto the
maximally exposed individual member in the general public of 0.000068 mrem.
This doseiswell below the EPA's Clean Air Act standard of 10 mrem per year
that is cited in DOE Order 5400.5 (see section 4.6.1.2.9). Doses to workers
would also be small. Fuel handling accidents arediscussed in section 4.6 1.2.10
and Appendix | of the PEIS. Risksto the public are seen to be small, with no
latent cancer fatalities expected from 35 years of operations. Transportation of
uranium fuel isaddressed in Section 4.6.1.2.11; risks to the public and to
transport workers during normal transportation or postulated accidents would
also be small, with no fatalities expected.

2583-7: The commentor correctly concluded that acriticality accident during processingis

not expected. Both neptunium-237 and plutonium-238 would be stored in
shielded containersin quantities and configurations that preclude criticality.
Target preparation and postirradiation processing would be carried out in batches
involving quantitieswell below those at which criticality could occur.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2585: Gerald Pollet
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 2585

2585-1—And earlier this summer, we were encouraged that some members of
this community were brave and courageous enough to say they would engage in
a dialogue with opponents of FFTF to try to find common ground. And indeed it is
clear to me that takes some courage in this community. Because what we have
heard tonight representative of four nights is that many in the community think
that the way to change public policy is by character assassination. By calling
people liars. By saying they are fanatics. And then when all is said and done and
that is over with, they would like us to work with them to continue to secure over a
billion dollars a year in clean-up funding every year and help us convince
members of Congress how vital our information is about the jeopardy to the
Columbia River or the risk of a high level tank leak or the risks of the 300 area.
And they would like our support to accelerate the clean-up of the 300 area,
something actually my organization has advocated for a decade because of the
risks in the 300 area. And to get more money to do that, which will take quite a bit
more money than the current target budgets, at a time when the current target
budget for 2002 is over $200 million short of what is required to meet the
Hanford clean-up agreement. $200 million short.

But why should anyone in the world listen to us because we are fanatics, we are
lunatics, we lack integrity, we can’t do math. But you'd like our support.  Unlike
less than a decade and a half ago, when my organization first started working on
clean-up and we came to this community and we said, let's create a Hanford
Clean-up Task Force to build support for funding Hanford clean-up, which was
just at $30 million a year at that time. And a leading elected official summarized
how many people may still feel about clean-up when that official was quoted in
the paper as saying, “Talking about clean-up is like dragging a dead skunk
through town.” And he wanted to have no part of it.

Well, why doesn't the EIS consider simply raising the 306 and 325 buildings as
part of the accelerated clean-up and using new facilities. Simple. Change the
cost picture.

A lot has been said about how FFTF and related operations won't have any
impact on clean-up programs and costs. You can’t clean up the 300 area to an
unrestricted status and meet DOE planning guidelines. You can’'t meet MOCA,
state clean-up law, or CERCLA unless you close these buildings and build new
ones if you want to restart FFTF. That ought to be in the EIS.

2585-2—1Let’s talk about those risks in the 300 area, one of our concerns about
the current proposal for FFTF. The proposal for FFTF relies on use of the 306
and 325 buildings. There are serious risks here. | quote, “The consequences
for a major fire event occurring at the 325 building according to the latest draft
325 safety analysis report are 11 REM ED to the off-site MEI, maximum exposed

2585-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.  Although beyond
the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination
at Hanford are ahigh priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE
remains committed to upholding this agreement.  Additionally, the DOE was
tasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to "ensure
the availability of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and research applications,
meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal agencies, and undertaking
research and development of activities related to devel opment of nuclear power
for civilianuse" The purpose of this PEIS isto determine the environmental and
other impacts to accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new
DOE resources. The FFTF, 306E, and the 325 Facility at the Hanford Site were
included in thelisting of existing DOE resources that was assessed for this
mission. Regarding the accel erated cleanup of the 300-area, the 300 Area
Revitalization Plan provides for continued multi-program R&D operationsin the
300 Area, including operation of various laboratories, officefacilities, and
services. It also provides for consolidation (but not complete elimination) of
radiological operations, with support for Hanford Site facility transition and
environmental restoration efforts. The plan does not require closure of the 325
and 306-E buildings as long asthey are needed for active research projects.
Operation of thesefacilitieswould not violate any existing agreements between
DOE and stakeholders or other legal obligations, nor would it affect ongoing or
planned environmental restoration and facility transition activities.

2585-2:  With regard to the analyses in the Building 325 Safety Analysis Report, the fire
scenario referred to in the comment represents the maximum credible fire at the
facility based on arecent fire hazards analysis by an independent organization. A
fire of the severity evaluated in the Safety Analysis Report is categorized as
"extremely unlikely" for purposes of establishing the facility safety basis, which
implies afrequency between 1in 1 million and one in ten thousand years. Based
on the history of firesinvolving radiological facilities at Hanford, that estimateis
likely on the conservative side. In addition, the radionuclide releasesfor thefire
scenario are based on a hypothetical maximum radionuclideinventory inthe
facility and conservative estimates of the fraction of material that could be
released in the event. The facility does not currently operate with anywhere near
that maximum inventory, nor would it in the future. Administrative controls
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2585: Gerald Pallet (Cont'd)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 2585

individual, 91 REM ED to the on-site MEl. Now 91 REM, in fact, would be the
public dose under Keith Kline's current vision for Hanford clean-up, which is to
accelerate clean-up of the 300 area except for these facilities and invite, in his
own words, the public in on a regular basis. Take down the fence, have a bike
path and open it up for public use. So the public would be at the doorstep of an
operating facility with a potential 91 REM dose. That dose is 670 times at least
higher than any dose for fire discussed in this Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement. It is written by the same agency, and yet that type of risk is not
disclosed. And it is a devastating risk that | think everyone in this community is
concerned about, cleaning up in the 300 area.

The additional oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed
in the responses to Commentor No. 158.

maintain thetotal radionuclide inventory in thefacility well below the maximum
evaluated in the Safety Analysis Report. The current Safety Analysis Report
analyzes dose to amaximally exposed individual member of the public on the near
river shore, and the onsite colocated worker is within 100 meters of the facility in
the worst case downwind direction. |f DOE decisions regarding access to the 300
Areachange thelocation of the safety basis public maximally exposed individual,
the total allowable radionuclide inventory in the facility would be adjusted to
keep the potential dose within DOE guidelines for any credible accident scenario.
Processing of medical isotopes at Building 325 for missions described in the

NI PEISwould be conducted within administrative controls on radionuclide
inventory in effect at the time. Therefore the risk to a member of the public from
all activitiesin thefacility, including medical i sotope processing, would remain
within the approved facility safety analysis wherever that individual might be
located The results of the NI PEIS accident analyses for medical isotope
processing are lower than the results for corresponding events in the Safety
Analysis Report because the NI PEIS radionuclide inventories are based on
realistic production quantities and needs of the medical community, not on the
hypothetical maximum radionuclide inventory for all work conducted in the
facility. The Safety Analysis Report bounds the cumulative accident risk from all
activities at the 325 building, and the medical isotope missions described in the
NI PEIS would be expected to contribute arelatively small fraction of that total if
the work were conducted there.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2593: Jim Price Response to Commentor No. 2593
Aid to Legidative Democrats

2593-1—I'm the Chair of the Aid to Legislative Democrats. | wanted to go on 2593-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
record as stating that our committee has passed a resolution in support of the
FFTF restart for medical isotopes. We believe it's the right thing to do, and we
believe it's the prudent thing to do, and we urge the Department of Energy to
restart the FFTF for medical isotopes.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2594: Marianne Price Response to Commentor No. 2594
County Democratic Organization

2594-1—I'm a candidate for the State House of Representatives in the Eight 2594-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
District, and | am also the State Committeewoman for the County Democratic
Organization. I'd like to go on record by affirming our district's desire that the
FFTF be restarted for the purpose of production of medical isotopes that we feel
are so vital to human care.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Arunde Pritchett

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 2081.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Kathryn Roberg

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 429.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2610: Robert Roener Response to Commentor No. 2610

2610-1—1I support the restart of the FFTF. | believe it to be the only alternative 2610-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
identified in the PEIS that could fulfill all the requirements you have set forward.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2576: Bob Schenter
Citizens for Medical |sotopes

Response to Commentor No. 2576

2576-1—I want to address the issue of the ability of FFTF to make research
isotopes. As a nuclear physicist, | was a site manager and involved with the
production of medical research isotopes from the period of 1985 through 1996,
and | was the Hanford site manager on that. During that period, we produced a
large number of medical isotopes for research very effectively and very cost
effectively. And | would plan to provide the information to challenge the concept
and the quotes about that FFTF is not effective in producing research isotopes. It
will play a very major role in producing research isotopes.

| have two examples. In 1990, we sent to the Children’s Hospital in Boston an
isotope of osmium that was produced in the FFTF that was used for blood flow
studies for the research devoted to looking at blood flow in premature babies. In
addition, there are over 60 medical isotopes produced in various manners that
piggyback with other missions and this was done very cost effectively. And | will
submit some of the detailed written information from institutions such as the
Children’s Hospital and National Institute of Health commenting on the quality of
these research isotopes.

2576-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views that FFTF can adequately and cost effectively
support DOE's medical research isotope mission when "piggybacked" with other
missions.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Charity C. Schweiger

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor Nos. 383 and 430.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor: Pat Schweiger

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 267.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2570: Peggy Scott Response to Commentor No. 2570

2570-1—But what about the risks of operating FFTF to provide these treatments 2570-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
for the public? With our current mode of treatment, more than 400,000 people
are expected to die from cancer during the next 35 years in Seattle, Portland and
Spokane and tri-cities areas alone. During that same time, the PEIS concluded
that not a single cancer fatality would occur as a result of operating FFTF, even if
there was a severe accident. Operating the FFTF to produce life-saving isotopes
is not a health risk to the citizens of the Pacific Northwest, cancer is. So | am
asking you what is your perspective? Should we deny the hope of an effective
cancer treatment to the 42 million Americans who in the next 35 years will
discover often too late that they have cancer? | know what my answer is.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2575: Stan Scott

Response to Commentor No. 2575

2575-1—I1 have a comment that | want to read about the PEIS, but first there is a
couple of things | heard tonight | wanted to clarify. The first was an absolutely
correct statement by Owen Lowe that we do have accelerator technologies that
allow us to make neutrons from spallation. | wanted to also point out that the low
energy cyclotron can in no way produce those. The minimum threshold energy
for that reaction is 200 million electron volts. The low energy cyclotron in the
PEIS does 30 million to 70 million electron votes. It is also a very small machine
at only 300 to 500 microamps, and is not at all what we need to produce large
quantities of therapeutic isotopes.

2575-2—The second thing | wanted to talk about was | picked up some what |
would call anti-FFTF propaganda in the back generated by Heart of America
Northwest. | won't call it anti-nuclear because we heard earlier that the young
lady said they were not an anti-nuclear organization. Now | do have some
detailed knowledge in the area of medical isotopes. | have studied them for the
last five years. | also was on the DOE’s expert panel for forecasting the future
demand of isotopes. So when | read through here, | felt a little upset at some of
the comments in here. There is just enough truth in here to make things slightly
believable. But those with some knowledge know that there are many that are
also complete fabrications. One such statement is, “For instance, the Hanford
forecast uses a rate of growth of medical isotope usage that would grow from
one percent of the public per year using medical isotopes to 99 percent.” | have
always wondered what kind of curriculum law students have. But Jerry | know
one thing now for sure and that is it doesn’t have enough math and science.

2575-3—But my comments tonight will focus on the third major objective of the
programs outlined in the PEIS, which is to enhance the nation’s nuclear
research and development needs for civilian applications.

Although this application is somewhat hard to define, you recently released a
strategic plan from your own office and NERAC's long term nuclear energy
research and development plan which has also been just released provides
some hard goals and objectives which must be taken into consideration when
the ultimate alternative is picked.

It is plain to see that the no-action alternative, alternative 2, the use of existing
operation facilities, and alternative 5, permanent shutdown of the FFTF can in no
way meet the vision, mission, goals and objectives towards meeting America’s
nuclear technology future and should not be considered in the final decision
making process.

2575-1:
2575-2:
2575-3:

2575-4:

DOE notes the commentor’s views on the restart of FFTF.
DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.

The NERAC plan has been considered in the preparation of the NI PEIS (see
Chapter 1of Volume 1) and will be considered in the Record of Decision. The
commentor is correct in stating that the No Action Alternative, Alternative 2, Use
Only Existing Operational Facilities, and Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate
FFTF, do not meet all the projected nuclear infrastructure needs. However, as
noted in Section 1.5, it is possible during the Record of Decision process that a
combination of alternatives could be selected such that all missions would be met
to somedegree.

The commentors observations about nuclear technology and the restart of FFTF
arenoted. Volume 1, Section 2.7.1.2.3 of the Draft NI PEIS presents a
comparison of mission effectiveness among alternatives. This section has been
revised inthe Final NI PEIS (see Section 2.7.1.8, "Comparison of Mission
Effectiveness Among Alternatives') to provide the reader a better understanding
of the medical isotopes that can be produced using accelerator technology
(Alternative 3) and reactor technology alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 4).
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2575: Stan Scott (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2575

2575-4—O0n the other hand, your vision that the benefits of nuclear technology to
our society can and should be expanded and your mission to advance the
application of nuclear technology by investing in new or innovative opportunities
for its expanded use could not be better served than by a restart of the FFTF. This
facility is the premier research reactor in the world. And to allow it to remain
dormant or worse yet to shut it down in light of our nation’s needs is unconscio-
nable. The PEIS should also provide a summary of the real capabilities of the
various options to meet all three of the stated mission objectives. Until such a
comparison is done, a valid decision will not be made. Based on my 21 years
working in the nuclear technology field, | am confident that the FFTF will stand
head and shoulders above any other facility towards meeting America’s nuclear
technology future.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2580: Dan Simpson

Response to Commentor No. 2580

2580-1—1I conclude that the restart of operation of the FFTF should be a key
element in your programs, the programs covered by this PEIS together with
utilization of existing thermal neutron reactor radiation facilities to the extent of
their capability and availability. In other words, restart of the FFTF needs to be the
most important element but continued utilization of existing facilities and per-
haps expanded utilization of existing facilities would probably also be appropri-
ate.

In conclusion, the thorough analyses by DOE have shown that restart of the FFTF
and operation as a neutron irradiation facility is in the national interest. Further-
more, a long period of operation of this service can be expected. The FFTF was
conceived, designed and built to develop advanced technology for civilian
nuclear program needs. It was subject to high standards and exacting criteria.
The safety of the design and adequacy of the safety analysis were confirmed by
detailed independent review by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff and
the National Advisory Committee on reactor safeguards. The FFTF remains
today a modern facility with a demonstrated record of safe and successful
operation. It was designed for irradiation of diverse materials and components
in the reactor core, provides inherent flexibility that fits well with the missions of
isotope production. Both the facility design and its procedures are consistent
with such uses. For example and in particular, there are well developed proce-
dures for safety analysis, review and approval of different types of irradiation
target specimens.

2580-2—The PEIS states that alternative 1, restart of the FFTF, provides the
greatest vision and effectiveness of the alternatives evaluated. Recent news
reports on the cost analysis indicate that analysis confirms that the Fast Flux
Test Facility is the most effective means for meeting the entire suite of missions
proposed by DOE.

2580-3—The PEIS indicates no environmental impact bar to any of the alterna-
tives, that is any of them can be done within appropriate regulations, sound
practices and standards.

2580-4—The report indicates to me from my interpretation of it that the national
mission needs would be best met by a combination of the fast neutron reactor
and one or more thermal reactors available for irradiation services. FFTF restart
is the obvious path for fast reactor capability. ATR is an excellent thermal
radiation reactor facility but limited in availability due to prior decommission. It
would be logical to utilize the radiation capability of Canadian reactors in coop-
eration with Canada that has been made in the past. At some point we can
anticipate that both the FFTF capability and thermal neutron irradiation capability
will be exceeded — additional capability will be needed, at which point the
construction of the new research reactor would become logical. A key reason for

2580-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2580-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion.

2580-3: DOE notes the commentor’s statement that the NI PEIS indicates no bars to any

of the alternatives with respect to environmental impacts.

2580-4: The commentor’s support of FFTF and ATR with the potential for a new
research reactor in the futureisnoted. Asstated in PEIS Volume 1, Section 2.6.1,
the use of Canadian reactors was considered and dismissed because this does not
meet the programmatic issue of enhancing the United States infrastructure to
support the missions described in the PEIS. The commentor is correct in stating
that some radioisotopes require fast neutrons for their production while others

require thermal neutrons.

2580-5: DOE notes the commentor’sview. DOE considers Alternative 3, Construction
of New Accelerators, areasonable alternative for large scale isotope production
and evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the construction and

operation of the accelerators and associated support facilitiesin the NI PEIS.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2580: Dan Simpson (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 2580

providing both fast reactor and thermal reactor irradiation capability is to produce
the wide variety and purity of isotopes for which there is a need. Some isotopes
are produced most effectively and efficiently in a high energy neutron flux of a fast
reactor and others by thermal neutrons. FFTF target assemblies can be config-
ured to accomplish thermal energy neutron irradiations as well as the more
direct utilization of the existing Fast Flux capability, which may be the higher value
utilization of FFTF.

2580-5—It appears from the information provided that the particle accelerators —
at least | don't find much support for particle accelerators for the purpose of large
scale isotope production.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2602: Laura Smith

Response to Commentor No. 2602

2602-1—I find it unacceptable that the environmental impact statement consid-
ers only the short term, especially when one of the costs is something as lasting
as nuclear wastes. Especially threatening are the low level wastes which are
disposed in unlined, unfiltered ditches.

2602-2—Please heed the subcommittee for isotopes research and production
committee of the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee when they
conclude, and | quote, that the FFTF will not be a viable source of research
radioisotopes. Anticipated income from sales likely will not meet expectations,
thereby curtailing operations and reducing the FFTF’s capability to produce
research radioisotopes in a timely and cost efficient manner.

2602-1: TheNI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto thetreatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for all alternatives
and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed
sitesare also addressed. These programs will be implemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of the
proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with
all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
The Hanford Site’s 200 Area's Low-L evel Waste Burial Ground are regulated by
DOE under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and under DOE Order
435.1, Radioactive Waste Management. The 200 Area’s Low-Level Burial
Ground also contain the following three active permitted mixed waste trenches
whereby mixed low-level wasteis both stored and disposed of: (1) Trench3lisa
permitted, lined Subtitle C disposal trench that is currently utilized for greater
than 90-day storage of mixed low-level radioactive waste; (2) Trench 34 is
permitted, lined Subtitle C disposal trench currently utilized for the disposal of
mixed low level radioactive waste that has been treated and is compliant with
Land Disposal restrictions; and (3) Trench 94 is a permitted, unlined disposal
trench utilized for the disposal of decommissioned naval reactor components.
Use of Trench 94 for naval reactor compartments is authorized under a special
exemption from the State of Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology).
Currently, the Low-Level Burial Ground has a Part A Permit approved by
Ecology under the State of Washington Dangerous Waste Regulations, State of
Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303, and, as such, isaninterim
status treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) unit under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The permitted active and future mixed
waste units of the Low-Level Burial Ground meet all regulatory requirements of
WAC 173-303 and RCRA and will be incorporated into the Hanford Site RCRA
Facility Part B Permit and will operate under final status regulations. In early
June 2000, aworking draft of the Hanford Site RCRA Facility Part B Permit
application was submitted to Ecology.

2602-2: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical isotopes,
and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two expert bodies, the Expert
Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to forecast
future demand for medical isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of
medical isotope use during the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per
year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic

applications. These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2602: Laura Smith (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2602

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective adviceregarding the
future form of its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential capability
of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.
In the period since theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical
isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1 2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs. The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for
Isotope Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost efficient
manner were made in the context of the facility producing research isotopes as its
sole mission. It would not be cost effective to restart FFTF for the singular
purpose of producing small quantities of various research isotopes. However,
sustained operation of FFTF for the production of larger quantities of both
research and commercial isotopeswould be viable if operated in concert with
producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states: "In limited
instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons
and large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production of
some radi oisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who might
consider its use for isotope production.” In recognition of these constraints on its
operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with the other stated missions. While some existing reactors may possess the
potential capability or capacity to support research isotope production, as
suggested in the NERAC report, it is unlikely that reliable, increased production
of these isotopes to support projected needs could be accomplished without
impacting the existing missions of thesefacilities. DOE has taken the Expert
Panel and NERA C report recommendations under consideration in developing the
range of alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS. These reports were made available
to the public at the NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at
www.nuclear.gov.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2592: Dea Strand

Response to Commentor No. 2592

2592-1—1 believe it would be a tremendous waste if we don't restart FFTF, if only
from the standpoint of the isotopes to fight cancer.

2592-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2586: Thomas Tenforde

Response to Commentor No. 2586

2586-1—I am speaking here tonight as a staunch advocate for the restart of the
Fast Flux Test Facility to produce medical isotopes and to conduct other nuclear
services and science missions of importance to the United States. The need for
FFTF as a major supplier of isotopes for the treatment of cancer, cardiovascular
disease and other human health problems is beyond question. At the present
time, as others have said, there are no other reactors in the United States with
the capabilities of FFTF for producing medical radioisotopes and currently the
U.S. must rely on foreign suppliers for many of the isotopes used, both for the
diagnosis and treatment of disease. In addition to its remarkable capabilities for
producing isotopes for medicine, industry and research, the FFTF has demon-
strated its capability for safe and reliable operations over a 10-year period dating
from the early 1980’s to 1992.

2586-2—My recommendation to DOE, however, goes beyond just the restart of
FFTF for producing isotopes to treat cancer and other diseases. There are
several diagnostic isotopes in short supply such as iodine 123 which is used in
imaging to detect tumors of the brain and other soft tissues. These isotopes can
only be produced by cyclotrons. My opinion and strong recommendation to DOE
is that a hybrid option should be chosen in which FFTF is restarted and in
addition for a relatively small incremental cost on the order of 15 percent, the
cyclotron with an energy of 50 to 100 MEV and a high beam current should be
constructed at an existing DOE site that has existing radiochemical processing
capabilities.

This cyclotron would then be used to provide a reliable year-round supply of
diagnostic isotopes that are not available from accelerator sources at the
present time. Because the programmatic EIS considers both the FFTF and a low
energy cyclotron option, only site specific environmental documentation would be
required for the cyclotron option in order to implement this full course of action.
These additional NEPA studies could be carried out in parallel with the initial
stages of work required to start FFTF, thereby avoiding any additional delays in
reactivating FFTF.

The combined FFTF and low energy cyclotron option would provide the capability
to produce the full set of radioisotopes needed by nuclear medicine physicians
for the diagnosis and treatment of cancer and other diseases as well as for
medical research. It is in my opinion the optimal approach to take for improving
the quality of healthcare of Americans in a cost effective manner that uses the full
range of technology offered by modern nuclear medicine.

2586-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for a combination of Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, and Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s).

2586-2:  See response to comment 2586-1.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2603: Elise Thatcher

Response to Commentor No. 2603

2603-1—With regard to medical possibilities from the Fast Flux Test Facility here
in eastern Washington, a committee developed by the United States Department
of Energy reviewed the Fast Flux Test Facility and determined that the use and
start of this facility is not only a viable source of medical isotopes but is not cost
effectively. Recently, two facilities in Canada have been started solely for the
purpose of developing medical isotopes, which will be a possible source for the
United States.

In May of this year, NASA contacted the U.S. Department of Energy and disclosed
that new technology, which is to be used in the future, will need approximately

2603-2—one-fifth of the plutonium-238 that was previously needed by NASA.
This is a product which is to be developed by the Fast Flux Test Facility in the
future, if it is started.

2603-3—Finally, it is important to address the results of the Fast Flux Test Facility
here in the tri-cities area in the state of Washington. Any waste to be produced
during the start-up and use of the Fast Flux Test Facility is to be laid in unlined
and unregulated dishes in the Hanford area. This leads to a projected amount of
5,000 cubic meters of low level waste.

2603-4—After reviewing the greater political, medical, and local levels of the Fast
Flux Test Facility and the ramifications which it will cause, | support alternative
five.

2603-1: DOE hassought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical isotopes, and
of itscontinuing rolein this sector, consi stent with its mandates under the Atomic
Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the
NERAC. 1n 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for
medical isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use
during the next 20 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications. Thesefindings
werelater reviewed and endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE
with expert, objective adviceregarding the futureform of itsisotoperesearch and
production activities. DOE has adopted these growth projections as aplanning tool
for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructureto
meet programmatic requirements. Inthe period sincetheinitial estimateswere
made, the actual growth of medical isotope use hastracked at levels consistent with
the Expert Panel findings. Section 1 2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised toincorporatethis
information andto clarify DOE’srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial
isotope production needs. The conclusions presented inthe NERAC Subcommittee
for | sotope Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
thesuitability of FFTFto produce researchisotopesin atimely and cost efficient
manner were made in the context of thefacility producing research isotopesasits
sole mission. It would not be cost effective to restart FFTF for the singular
purpose of producing small quantities of various research isotopes. However,
sustained operation of FFTF for the production of larger quantities of both
research and commercial isotopeswould be viable if operated in concert with
producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states: "In limited
instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons
and large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production of
some radli oisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who might
consider its use for isotope production.” In recognition of these constraints on its
operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with the other stated missions. While some existing reactors may possess the
potential capability or capacity to support research isotope production, as
suggested in the NERAC report, it is unlikely that reliable, increased production
of these isotopes to support projected needs could be accomplished without
impacting the existing missions of thesefacilities. DOE has taken the Expert
Panel and NERA C report recommendations under consideration in developing the
range of alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS. These reports were made available
to the public at the NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at
www.nuclear.gov. The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2603: Elise Thatcher (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2603

2603-2:

2603-3:

of itsmedical isotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada. However
Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically attractive commercial
isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply researchisotopesor the
diversearray of medical andindustrial isotopes consideredinthe NI PEIS. As
such, reliance on Canadian sources of isotopesto satisfy projected U.S. isotope
needswould not meet DOE’ s mission requirements. The commentor noted that
Canadais constructing two new reactorsfor the production of medical isotopes.
Thesereactorswill replace an aging Canadian reactor that is currently producing
molybdenum-99. With the addition of the two new Canadian reactors, the United
Statesisassured that Canadawill continueto provide areliable supply of thisvital
isotopeinthefuture. DOE'sintent isto complement commercial sector capabilities
to ensurethat areliable supply of isotopesisavailableinthe U.S. to meet future
demand, and to encourage the commercial sector to privatize the production of
isotopesthat have established applicationsto alevel that would support commercia
ventures. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE’sisotope
productionroleand other producers’ capabilitiestofulfill U.S. isotope needs.

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that NASA no
longer has aplanned requirement for small radioisotope thermoel ectric generator
(SRTG) power systems. This does not mean that NASA no longer requires DOE
to providethe necessary plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the
suspension of SRTG development effortswas conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope power
system bhased on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power
system, referred to in the subject correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium as
itsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is developmental and NASA has
reguested in a September 22, 2000 |etter to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed
for large RTG may be maintained as abackup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF would
generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g., solid low-level
radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous wastes, Thiswould
account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste to be
generated over the 35-year period of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small
in comparison to the waste generated by current Hanford activities. 1tisDOE's
policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliancewith all applicable Federal and
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2603: Elise Thatcher (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 2603

2603-4:

state laws and regul ations and applicable DOE orders. The NI PEIS addressed
the environmental impacts dueto the treatment, storage, and disposal of the
waste generated by the proposed action for all alternativesand alternative
options. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sitesare also
addressed. These programswill beimplemented for the alternative selectedin
the Record of Decision. The Hanford Site 200 Area’s L ow-Level Waste Burial
Ground isregulated by DOE under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, asamended,
and under DOE Order 435.1, Radioactive Waste Management. The 200 Area's
Low-Level Buria Ground aso contain thefollowing three active permitted
mixed waste trenches whereby mixed |ow-level wasteisboth stored and
disposed of : (1) Trench 31 isapermitted, lined Subtitle C disposal trenchthat is
currently utilized for greater than 90-day storage of mixed low-level radioactive
waste; (2) Trench 34 ispermitted, lined Subtitle C disposal trench currently
utilized for the disposal of mixed low level radioactive waste that hasbeen
treated and iscompliant with Land Disposal restrictions; and (3) Trench 94 isa
permitted, unlined disposal trench utilized for thedisposal of decommissioned
naval reactor components. Use of Trench 94 for naval reactor compartmentsis
authorized under aspecia exemption from the State of Washington Department
of Ecology (Ecology). Currently, the Low-Level Burial Ground hasaPart A
Permit approved by Ecology under the State of Washington Dangerous Waste
Regulations, State of Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303, and,
as such, is an interim status treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) unit under
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The permitted active
and future mixed waste units of the Low-Level Burial Ground meet all
regulatory requirements of WAC 173-303 and RCRA and will be incorporated
into the Hanford Site RCRA Facility Part B Permit and will operate under
final statusregulations. In early June 2000, aworking draft of the Hanford
Site RCRA Fecility Part B Permit application was submitted to Ecology.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2555: Robert J. Thompson, Mayor,
City of Richland, WA

Response to Commentor No. 2555

2555-1—The city [Richland] has stated in several letters to the Department of
Energy over the past years that we unequivocally support the use of FFTF for
production of isotopes for medicine, space missions as well as other research
and development projects. In 1996, we formed an advisory committee with over
30 participants from a wide spectrum of interests in our community. They studied
the use of FFTF and other Hanford facilities for isotope production and plutonium
disposition. The committee concluded that the FFTF, which was designed to
operate with MOX fuel has more than a 20-year remaining life and should be
used to produce medical isotopes and other products. Operating the facility has
added the advantage of disposing of the surplus weapons and material by
converting it to reactor fuel and irradiating it to the spent fuel standard, which
makes the material unavailable for weapons.

2555-2—In the City of Richland, we are trying to do something that is unique in
government. We are looking at a return on an investment perhaps for the first
time. That is not something the government is particularly known for. But the
idea is when you spend your money, you spend it wisely. And you don’t waste the
money that you have spent. This is a two-fold proposition. One, if you have to
create some new accelerators, there is a time for the new EIS’s that are going to
have to be prepared and the tremendous cost that is going to be generated. Not
only do you have that cost, but you also have the downside of not being able to
produce medical isotopes. And | have a very difficult time when | go out in the
community and | see people and | go and | have people who have been ill in my
family with cancer and tell them, well what we have got to do is we have got to
wait about another 10 or 15 years while we go through another EIS study
because we decided to forget starting FFTF. That just doesn’t make sound
policy sense from an economic standpoint and from an emotional standpoint, a
humanistic standpoint. And | think sometimes we lose sight of that as well.

2555-3—And one final comment. | think there is a lot of concern and there is a
lot of emotion that comes into these issues, especially when | listen to people
who are against the restart of FFTF. And | think their concern was invalid in this
respect. | think Doc touched on this point of view. We have got two separate
pools of money in regards to where the funding restart would come from FFTF
as opposed to a clean-up mission. The City of Richland has probably gone out
on a limb in regards to supporting monument status of the Columbia River. |
have four children. There are plutonium plumes that head for the river. You think
it is not in my interest and in my family’s interest to have that clean-up not go on?
If in any respect that | and my fellow council members felt that clean-up would not
go on based on the restart of FFTF, we wouldn’t be here. We would not be
supporting the restart. It is that important. But my family’s concern is paramount
and my role is to protect the health and safety of the citizens of Richland. We are
going to do that and we can do both.

2555-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s). It should be pointed
out that the NI PEIS evaluated the operation of FFTF under Alternative 1 for 35
years.

2555-2:  See response to comment 2555-1.

2555-3: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although beyond the
scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at
Hanford are a high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE remains
committed to upholding this agreement. The missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup activities. The U.S.
Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of
Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE). Thenuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which
has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. As stated in Section
N.3.2 of Appendix N, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2573: Amber Waldref
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 2573

2573-1—Just one response to Representative Hastings’ comments about
weapons grade plutonium. He said — just to make it clear, it is weapons grade
plutonium that will be used to produce Pu-238. MOX fuel and highly enriched
uranium are both weapons grade and this is a nonproliferation issue which | am
going to talk about later. At last October’s public scoping hearings, different
issues were identified that Ms. Brown spoke about today to be included in the
PEIS, and | just want to address some of them because | believe they haven't
been adequately addressed in the PEIS. The number one issue is the nonprolif-
eration — separate nuclear infrastructure nonproliferation impacts assessment
will be completed, so unfortunately | don’t have that before me right now. | am
very curious about the document, because according to U.S. nonproliferation
policy, at this time it strongly discourages the use of highly enriched uranium fuel
in civilian research and test reactors. And in the event that a decision is made to
restart FFTF, if low enriched uranium fuel is not technically feasible, then highly
enriched uranium fuel will be used, and this is a nonproliferation issue. So that
is the first point | found that wasn’'t adequately addressed.

2573-2—Secondly, the transition of FFTF stewardship after it is deactivated. The
comment | had was in the cost report, DOE added the cost of the deactivation of
FFTF to each alternative except the restart. So in my mind, it was a huge error
because it skewed it in favor of restarting FFTF because the cost of shutting it
down was not included. And it is unclear to me how this can be left out. Be-
cause eventually | hope we intend to deactivate the reactor after the 35 year
mission. So that was another error that | found.

[And so just in conclusion, | am not convinced that the PEIS adequately ad-
dresses...] The errors in the cost analysis, which | mentioned,...

2573-3—And also the restart of FFTF and budget constraints. DOE has made a
commitment that implementation of the record of decision will not divert or
reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford clean-up. And | just wanted to
point out that part of the tri-party agreement has been to shut down the FFTF
reactor. In 1995, it was supposedly supposed to be shutdown, deactivated and
decommissioned and the money saved each year would go to clean-up. And
now with the Department of Energy looking at clean-up, which is so important
and which is continuing to go on, it is saying that the current budget is not going
to meet the deadlines and the timelines for clean-up. So in my mind it makes
sense to use the money for clean-up.

2573-4—And so just in conclusion, | am not convinced that the PEIS adequately
addresses these issues from the previous hearing,

2573-5—[And so just in conclusion, | am not convinced that the PEIS adequately
addresses these issues from the previous hearing,]

2573-1: DOE notesthe nonproliferation concern expressed in the comment, and can assure
that its proposed action in the PEIS supportsU S. nonproliferation goals. Thishas
been confirmed by the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment,
published in September 2000. Althoughthispolicy analysisisnot required under
NEPA, DOE considersit to be an essential element in the decision-making process
for the DOE nuclear infrastructure, and hasincluded a summary of the assessment
in Appendix QintheFinal NI PEIS. It may also befound onthe DOE NE web site
(http://www nuclear.gov). Intheevent that adecisionismadeto restart FFTF, the
first six years of operation would use existing onsite mixed oxidefuel. DOE
expectsthat an additional 15-year supply of mixed oxidefuel in Europe, owned by
Germany, would beavailablefor FFTF. The Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonpraliferation Impact Assessment for the NI PEI S alternatives stated that using
thetwo different sources of existing mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for FFTF (existing
FFTFfuel and German MOX fuel) isconsistent with U.Snonproliferation policy,
and, additionally, representsasafe, |ow-cost opportunity to reducecivilian plutonium
without chemical or bulk processing. Thiswould afford substantial nonproliferation
benefits, since asindicated in the comment, the plutoniuminthe MOX, if extracted
by chemical processing would be of weapons grade. DOE's approach to potential
useof HEU fuel inthe FTFF isalso consistent with U.S. nonproliferation policy.
The FFTF isan existing research reactor capable of performing itsresearch
missionsusing HEU fuel, if MOX fuel isnot available. U.S. nonpraliferation policy
provides for such acircumstance as part of the effort to reduce and discourage
HEU use. During the period of MOX fuel use, in compliancewith U.S.
nonproliferation policy directives, DOE’s Office of Nonproliferation and National
Security would undertake a study under the Reduced Enrichment for Research and
Test Reactors (RERTR) Program to consider thetechnical feasibility of using low
enriched uraniumto fuel the FFTF. Under thisnonpraliferation protocol, if use of
low enriched uranium fuel isfound feasible, it will be used; if found infeasiblefor
meeting assigned missionsin the FFTF, an already existing research reactor, policy
would alow DOE to subsequently procure highly enriched uranium fuel for usein
that facility. Thisapproachisconsistent with U.S. nonproliferation policy.

2573-2: Deactivation of FFTFisnot part of implementing Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Deactivation of FFTF is part of implementing Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 and
including the cost of FFTF deactivation in the implementation costs for these
aternatives is appropriate. The Cost Report was structured to identify the
implementation costs of the various alternatives so the Secretary of Energy would
have thisinformation along with other datafor consideration.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2573: Amber Waldref (Cont’d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 2573

or that it justifies the need to restart up FFTF for the proposed plutonium-238 or
medical isotope production mission.

[And so just in conclusion, | am not convinced that the PEIS adequately ad-
dresses these issues from the previous hearing...]

... the failure to include the information from the NERAC report which was
released before this PEIS which recommends that FFTF not be considered as a
viable source of research radioisotopes — we have heard that tonight — which
is the only type of — the research radioisotopes are the only type being consid-
ered as far as | know in this study.

2573-6—[And so just in conclusion, | am not convinced that the PEIS adequately
addresses...] ... the lack of information on nuclear waste disposal management

2573-7—So this leads me to call for the most prudent course of action which is
to not choose FFTF for any of these missions. | propose that we shut it down,
alternative 5, and use the money for clean-up as promised.

2573-3: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although beyond the
scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at
Hanford are high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE remains
committed to upholding this agreement. Hanford Site cleanup isfunded through
the DOE Environmental Management Program Office. The stated missions
considered in this PEIS would be funded by the DOE Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technol ogy, which has no funding connection to cleanup and waste
management activities. Therefore, the dternatives delineated inthe NI PEIS
would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities. If the decisionis made
to shutdown the FFTF then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the
facility, which will impact the Hanford cleanup budget.

2573-4: DOE assumes that the commentor is concerned that the NI PEIS does not
adequately address the issues of cost, nuclear nonproliferation, and funding for
Hanford cleanup which wereraised during the NI PEIS scoping hearings. The
costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are not required
by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincluded in aPEIS. DOE prepared a
separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS. Such ancillary documents need only be made available
to the public prior to any decision being made under CEQ regulations (40 CFR
Part 1505.1(e)). Nevertheless, DOE mailed these documents to more than 730
interested parties on August 24 and September 8, 2000, respectively. Both
reports were made available immediately upon release on the NE web site (http:/
www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has a so provided
summaries of the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively inthe Final NI PEIS.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities
are high priority to DOE. Funding for Hanford cleanup is addressed in DOE'’s
previous response to the commentor (2573-3).

2573-5. DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
radioisotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two expert
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2573: Amber Waldref (Cont’d)

Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 2573

committees. In 1998, an Expert Panel convened to forecast future demand for
medical isotopes estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use
during the next 20 years will range between 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were | ater reviewed and endorsed by DOE’s Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee NERAC), established in 1999 to provide DOE
with expert, objective advice regarding the future form of itsisotope research and
production activities. The growth projections were also adopted by DOE as a
planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since theinitial
estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use hastracked at a
rate consistent with the Expert Panel findings  For nearly 50 years, DOE has
actively promoted the use of isotopes to improve the health and well-being of
U.S. citizens. DOE's use of its unique technologies and capabilitiesto develop
isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the widespread application of medical
isotopes seen today. Whileit's market shareis asmall fraction of total world

radi oisotope production, DOE remains the key provider for alarge number of
isotopes that are used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their applicationisinitially experimental,
these isotopes are not generally purchased in large enough quantities to make their
production financially attractive to private industry. DOE's intent is to
compliment commercial sector capabilities to ensure that areliable supply of
isotopesisavailablein the U.S. to meet future demand, and to encourage the
commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have established
applications to alevel that would support commercial ventures. The conclusions
presented in the "NERAC Subcommittee for |sotope Research and Production
Planning Final Report, April 2000" regarding the suitability of the Fast Flux Test
Facility (FFTF) to produce research isotopes in atimely and cost-efficient
manner were made in the context of the facility producing research isotopes asits
sole mission. DOE agrees that the FFTF s large size and configuration are not
particularly well suited for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of the FFTF for the
production of both research and commercial isotopes would be viable if operated
in concert with producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research
and development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states: "In
limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast
neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the
production of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.” In recognition of these constraints
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2573: Amber Waldref (Cont’d)

Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 2573

2573-6:

2573-7:

onitsoperational feasihility, the NI PEISonly evaluatesuse of the FFTFwhen
coupled with the other proposed missions. While some existing reactors may
possess the potential capability or capacity to support research isotope
production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it isunlikely that reliable,
increased production of these isotopes to support projected needs could be
accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of these facilities. Through
a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that
require or would be enhanced by their use. In addition, under the National Space
Policy issued by the Office of Science and Technology Policy in September 1996,
and consistent with DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is
responsible for maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA space
missions; no viable alternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions
currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that
the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE’ s ability to support
future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding waste generation and management.
The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all alternatives and
alternative options. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites
are also addressed. These programswill be implemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of the
proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with
all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate
FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. The U S. Congress funds
the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of Nuclear
Energy, Science and Technology (NE). The nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or
reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2608: Dave Watris Response to Commentor No. 2608
2608-1—1I say let's get on with the alternative one. Use the FFTF whether or not 2608-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, especially
we use FMEF, but | encourage highly the use of FMEF as a support facility for Options 3 and 6, which use FMEF as a support facility for FFTF.
FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2604: Avi Weiner

Response to Commentor No. 2604

2604-1—I support the restart of FFTF for radioisotopes.

2604-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2611: Gerald Woodcock
American Nuclear Society

Response to Commentor No. 2611

2611-1—FFTF needs to be restarted for several reasons, the principal one of
which is that people right now today are dying due to the lack of radionuclides
and the radioisotopes necessary for their treatment for not only cancer, but for a
variety of brain studies, bone studies, and other medical procedures.

2611-2—The EIS needs to consider the cost to, not only American society, but to
civilization around the world if FFTF does not operate and if its products are not
made available.

2611-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2611-2: Theestimated costs of the range of reasonable aternatives are presented in the
Cost Report, summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS. However, the
Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis. While it is reasonable to believe that
the benefits of medical isotopes are substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS isto
describe the nuclear infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), arange of
reasonabl e alternatives for satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of
Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would result from implementation
of the alternatives. According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23, if a cost-benefit
analysis exists, it must be reported and summarized in the NI PEIS.
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Commentsfrom the Richland, Washington, Public Hearing (August 31, 2000)

Commentor No. 2587: Richard O. Zimmerman

Response to Commentor No. 2587

2587-1—1I attended last night's hearing in Seattle and the comments regarding
the hidden code words really intrigued me. That was spoken by the wonderful
tie-dyed gentleman that typically always attends and is featured for sending jam
to famous people. Anyway, it piqued my curiosity. And with the aid of the
CD-ROM, | was able to analyze when | got home from Seattle today a code word
for myself buried within the PEIS. | counted this particular word 386 times in the
draft PEIS. | went through the entire document. Not just the summary, as it
appears maybe some people did for comments today. Though largely combined
with other words, the word stands as a strong reminder of the responsibility of
the DOE and associated contractors no matter what EIS alternative is chosen.
Let me now state what the code word is in the forms it is provided in the PEIS.
Safety, public safety, environmental safety, safety of workers, safety shipments,
nuclear safety, plant safety, criticality safety, system safety, operational safety,
safety features, reactor safety, safety performance, safety design, safety consid-
erations, safety factors, health and safety, safety structures, safety impacts, safety
rods, safety and reliability, safety analysis, safety and security, safety technolo-
gies, safety significance, federal safety objectives, safety basis, safety impact,
and finally safety laws. This code word is not hidden from view. It is one that |
truly believe every FFTF employee holds dear to their heart

2587-2—...and | come in support of the restart of FFTF.

The additional oral comment was submitted in written form and is addressed in
the response to Commentor No. 396.

2587-1: DOE notes the commentor’s view on the priority of safety to FFTF employees.
2587-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentsfrom the Arlington, Virginia, Public Hearing (September 6, 2000)

Commentor: Ernest S. Chaput
Economic Development Partnership

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 992.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|H 1584 8yl Jo 9]0y 8y Buipnjou| ‘se1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA Uoonpo.d adojos|
pue swdopreg pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuedxT Buiysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug onewwe16old [euld



TGY-€

Commentsfrom the Arlington, Virginia, Public Hearing (September 6, 2000)

Commentor: Rick Edwards
Framatome Cogema Fuels

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 993.
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Commentsfrom the Arlington, Virginia, Public Hearing (September 6, 2000)

Commentor: Marc Garland

The oral comments were submitted in written form and are addressed in the
responses to Commentor No. 991.
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	Postcard Campaign B  

	Barker, Jillian  
	Form Letter A

	Barnard, Susan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Barnes, Russell
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Barnet, Robert O.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Barnett, Brian  
	Barraya, Walter
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Barrick, R. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bartholomew, Dale  
	Bartlett, Linda L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Barton, Kathleen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Basche, Kathy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Basche, Pat
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bateman, Darren
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bateman, J. D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bateman, James R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bateman, Larry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bateman, Nancy A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Battershell, Bill
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bauer, India M.  
	Baul, Chuck
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Beach, Robert  
	Beach, Robert R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Beach, Wright
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Beasell, Todd
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Beaudey, Frank
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Beck, Eldon P.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Beck, Joseph
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Beck, Paul  
	Began, Louise
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Behodn, Paul  
	Bell, Allugh  
	Bellack, Renee
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	Bender, Brenda
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Benham, Monte
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bennett, E. Jill
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bennett, Greg L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bennett, James C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bennett, Mary M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bennington, Frank
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Benske, Martin  
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	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bentley, Bruce
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bentley, Cindy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Benton County Democratic Central Committee
	Bob Anderson (2)
	U.S Mail
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington


	Benton, John B.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Benton, Larry D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Berdick, Orion  
	Berg, Ellen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Berg, Kristina
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bergcin, Brian G.
	Postcard Campaign A  
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	Postcard Campaign A  

	Berger, Tracy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bergeran, Scott  
	Berglin, Brian (2)
	Public Hearing; Seattle, Washington
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Bergman, Cynthia
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	Bergor, Joshua  
	Bergquist, Greg  
	Bergstrom, C. E., Jr.
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	Bergstrom, Vicki
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	Berneski, Lisa
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	Berry, Nancy R.
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	Berry, Rod J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Betov, Molallay
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bettendorf, Judy
	Postcard Campaign A  
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bey, John W.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bibe, Jolene
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	Bigham, T. James  
	Biglin, John W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bigliu, Shawn
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Billingsley, Jan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bills, Gary
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Birdwell, Gene
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Birge, Mike
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Birkland, John
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Birkland, Vicky
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bishop, Janice L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bishop, Julie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bishop, Kellie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bison, Corinne  
	Form Letter A

	Bison, James  
	Form Letter A

	Black, Gloria  
	Blair, Charlotte
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Blair, M. J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Blair, Vivian L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Blakney, Barbara
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Blakney, Phil
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Blanc, Becky
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Blank, Sheldon
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Blasdel, Dan
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Blondheim, Barry
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Blume, Frank
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Blunt, Marilyn  
	Bodzon, Jay  
	Boetteher, Ed
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bogar, Nathan M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bogart, Scott
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Boles, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Boles, Tammy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Boling, W. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bomkamp, Stephen (2)
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	Bond, Shawn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bono, Peter
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Boom, Ginger
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Booth, David
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bore, Robert M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bowen, Karl
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bowman, Alma
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bowman, Julie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bowman, Karen  
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Benton County Board of County Commissioners
	Leo Bowman

	Bowman, Leo M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bowman, Mark
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bowman-Fairbank, Ellen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Boyd, George
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bozanke, Gary  
	Brachuir, Michell
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Braden, Dana
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bradley, Mark
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Braschler, Faye
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Brayton, Herb
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brayton, Jennifer
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Breedlore, Lana Rae  
	Form Letter A

	Breen, Rosalyn  
	Breitenstein, Shirley  
	Brem, Bill  
	Brener, Matthew  
	Brice, April
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brice, Derek
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brice, Paul
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bricker, Ronald L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bricker, Violet L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Brickor, Ben L.  
	Postcard Campaign A

	Briggs, Sandy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brockmier, Jesse C.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brodie, Rosemary E.  
	Broehnia, Carolyn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brooks, Danica Marie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brooks, Denise
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brotherton, Robert D.
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	Brow, Todd
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	Brown, Beth
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	Brown, Don
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Brown, Donald J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Brown, John  
	Brown, Kenneth R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Brown, Madeleine
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brown, Robert E.  
	Brown, Sally  
	Brown, Tom
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bruinekool, D. J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Brutzman, Keith
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Brutzman, Kenneth H.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bryan, C. B.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bryan, W. E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bryan, William M., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bryant, D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bublich, Jane
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Buchanan, Jim
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Buchanan, Michaela M.  
	Buckley, Gary M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Budgeck, Richard N.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Buettner, Penny
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Buhler, Sarah J.  
	Form Letter A

	Bullington, D.  
	Bullock, D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bunce, Lou Ann
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bunch, J. R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bunch, Larry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bund, JoAnn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Burdett, Ben
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Burgen, R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Burger, Steve
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Burk, Jaci
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Burke, Jackie  
	Burke, Tom (2)
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	Burki, Mary  
	Burn, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Burns, David  
	Burns, Kennedy  
	Burns, William C.  
	Burnswrif, Sharon
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Burrington, Sandra
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Burt, Blake
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Burton, Dick  
	Burton, Jules  
	Form Letter A

	Burton, Suanne
	Form Letter B

	Burtsfield, Ruth
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bushey, Dean
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	Bushnell, Elizabeth B.  
	Buskey, Donald H.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Bussell, Julie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Bussell, Mike
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Butcher, John L., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Buthea, Linda
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Butler, Jo
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Butts, Jimmy L.
	Postcard Campaign A  
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	Cahoon, Adrian
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cahoon, Michele
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cain, Mike & Janelle
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Caldwell, Don & Kathy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Caldwell, Kelly (2)
	U.S Mail (Form Letter A)
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	Calen, Lori
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	Calextis, C.
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	Call, Beth (2)
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	Callahan, Tricia
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	Callbeck, Helen
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	Campbell, Don
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	Campbell, Evelyn
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	Campbell, Robert R.
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	Campbell, Victoria
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	Campeau, Kerry
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	Campos, E.
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	Cancer, Kelly
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cannon, Maryann
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cantell, Steven C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Carbine, Chris  
	Carder, Marie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Carey, Debbie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Carlisle, Leonard R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Carlson, Brian  
	Carlson, Susan
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Carnegie, M.  
	Carney, Samuel L., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Carpenter, Bill
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Carpenter, Dave
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Carpenters and Mill-Race Local 2403  
	Jack Griffith

	Carr, Connie & Shawn
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Carr, Nancy J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Carrier, Dave
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Carson, Pat
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Carter, Edward C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Carter, Vicki C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Caruth, Douglas
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Caryts, Tom  
	Castaneda, John
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Caulge, Marie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Cauly, Joseph E.
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	Cawdrey, Tracy E. (2)
	Cawley, Daniel E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Cawley, Kathy M.
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	Cawley, William H.
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	Ceillingstad, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cent, Michae
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cewantes, Edwards
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Chaek, Tonie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Chafin, Larry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Chaing, Judy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Chainor, Peter
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Chambers, Larry  
	Chandler, J. G.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Chapman, Carolyn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Charlston, C. P.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Chase, Barbara S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Chavez, Summer
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cheadle, Renee  
	Chiak, R. C.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Chief Johnny Jackson (2)
	Form Letter A
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon

	Childers, Ella
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Choyani, Amy  
	Christopherson, M. A. & Ed
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Chuller, R. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Chung, James  
	Church, W. R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Churchill, Karen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Chuttie, Katherine  
	Cimon, Shelley  
	Cinvovich, Donald P.  
	Citizens for a Clean Eastern Washington  
	Mark Beck

	Citizens for Medical Isotopes  
	Amy Evans
	Bob Schenter

	City of Kennewick, Washington
	James R. Beaver, Mayor

	City of Pasco, Washington
	Charles Kilbury, Councilman

	City of Portland, Oregon
	Charlie Hales, Commissioner

	City of Richland, Washington
	Larry Haler, Richland City Council and Chairman, Hanford Communities  
	Carol Moser, Mayor Pro-Temp
	Robert J. Thompson, Mayor

	City of West Richland, Washington
	Nancy Aldrich, Mayor Pro-Temp
	Ken Dobbin, Councilman
	Donna Noski, Council Member
	Jerome Peltier, Mayor

	Civiletti, Jane  
	Claghorn, Ron
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Clancy, Cheryl
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Claphan, Valorie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Claren, Pam
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Clark, Barbara  
	Clark, John
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Clark, Mel
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Clary, T.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Clausen, Phyllis  
	Clayton, Jennifer
	(Form Letter C)  

	Clem, Judy W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Clemensen, Linda R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Clement, Mike  
	Clevekind, Kevin
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cleys, Kyle Allan  
	Clifton, Harold J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Clifton, Linda J.  
	Clouse, Terry V.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Coalition-21  
	John Commander
	Lowell Jobe

	Cochran, K.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Coffland, Robert
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Coffman, C. R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Col, Jeff
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Colby, Donn  
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	Cole, David F.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Cole, Frank E.  
	Collins, W. B.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Coloman, Jeffrey L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Columbia Grower Audubon Society  
	Bonnie White, Form Letter A

	Columbia Riverkeeper
	Kim Birkland
	Cyndy deBruler
	Greg deBruler
	Laurinda Janlewicz

	Combs, Bruce
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Conatore, John
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Condon, M. B.  
	Form Letter A

	Confederated Tribes of Umatilla  
	Armand Minthorn

	Conner, Denise
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Conner, Max
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Conrad, Ann
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Conrad, Bill
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	Conrad, Dobres
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Conrad, Dolores J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Contini, Mike  
	Cook, Andrew  
	Cook, Jean
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Cook, Wayne R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Cooper, Gary W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Corder, Ben D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Coreta, Caroline  
	Corker, Betty Holman  
	Cornett, John
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cornett, K.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cornette, J Simon
	Form Letter C

	Corr, Cecilia  
	Cortez, George
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Coughren, Cheryl
	Postcard Campaign B  

	County Democratic Organization  
	Marianne Price

	Courson, P. L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Covey, John F.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Cowen, Patty
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cowgill, Joyce
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Coyne, Thomas H.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Cranston, B. Clare
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cravens, Donald L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Creore, Guy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Crespinel, Sandra  
	Criswell, Daleen J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Crockett, M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Crouch, Paul  
	Crow, R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Crum, Patricia M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Cunningham, Barbara
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Curley, Stephen J.  
	Curley, Stephen J.
	Curley, Steve  
	Currens, Jim
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Curry, Dane
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Curtis, C. Doug
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Cypher, Jean  
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	D, Joe C.
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	Dabling, B. J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dabney, John
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Daffield, Donna
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Daines, Tracy H.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dale, J. S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dale, Lindsay
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dancey, Dawn Marie  
	Dandridge, Jason R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Daniels, Joe
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Danz, Ginger  
	Form Letter A

	Danz, Jonathan  
	Form Letter A

	Daras, Jamaica  
	Darby, Nancy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dautel, William A. (2)
	Public Hearing; Seattle, Washington
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Davan, Pam
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Davenkauer, B. J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Davenport, Betty  
	Davenport, Les (2)
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon
	Public Hearing: Portland, Oregon

	Davidson, Cecilia
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Davis, Albert I.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Davis, Eileen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Davis, Jim  
	Davis, Linda J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Davis, Mary Sue
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Davis, Rachel
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Davis, Sue
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dawsen, Michael E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Day, Cory M.  
	Form Letter A

	Day, F. D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Day, Sandra L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Daye, Doug A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Deach, Jason  
	Form Letter A

	Deamud, Donlee and William  
	DeBrulen, Nicole  
	Form Letter A

	DeCeria, Shauna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	DeChant, Karen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Deckard, Patricia
	Postcard Campaign A  

	DeCoursey, Brian
	Postcard Campaign B  

	DeCoursey, D. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	DeCoursey, Janet
	Postcard Campaign A  

	DeCoursey, Stacey
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Deen, Ed
	Form Letter B

	DeFever, F. L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Defoe, Vera  
	Deichmans, John L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Deines, Michael J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Deitch, Chelsea
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Delahunt, M. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Deleon, Sunshine  
	Form Letter A

	DeMoss, Gorge
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dengate, Daniel
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Denise, C.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Denney, Judy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Denning, Amy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Denniston, Eddae L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Denniston, Vernon V.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	DePinto, Anthony  
	Form Letter A

	Deranleau, Cynthia
	Postcard Campaign B  

	DeRay, Steven  
	Form Letter A

	Derby, David
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Deri III, D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Derig, Gene  
	Destons, Eliz B.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Desulence, Jim N.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Detloff, Becky A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Detloff, Greg T.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Deutsch, Edward  
	DeVoir, Carla
	Postcard Campaign A  

	DeZellem, Linda
	Postcard Campaign B  

	DeZellem, Todd
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dietrich, Robert D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dilian, Richard  
	Dillard, Laurel  
	Dimss, Barbara
	Form Letter B

	Diors, Verdine
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Disalvo, Jackie
	Form Letter C

	Doczi, Aina  
	Donel, Dan
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Door, Mrs. Wesley R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Door, Wesley R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Doran, Brad and Melissa
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Douglass, Carol  
	Dougles, Shylee
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dragoo, Vincent
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dreckner, Julia A.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dreyfuss, Doris  
	Duarte, Virginia
	Postcard Campaign B  

	DuBois, Danielle
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Duda, Joanne
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Duffield, Donna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Duffield, Karen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Duffield, Roy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Duffy, M. F.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dumas, B. R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Duncan, Gavin  
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dunfee, Pamela
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dunfee, Ross B.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dunning, Dirk  
	Dupoquin, James
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Duranceau, Dand A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Duthenberg, Althea
	Postcard Campaign B  

	DuVon, Doug
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Dyer, Adam
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dyer, John
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dyer, Kelly
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Dyers, Danette
	Postcard Campaign A  
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	Eades, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ebbert, Sherry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Eberle, Cris
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Eberle, Crystal
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ebersole, Larry  
	Eckroth, Richard A.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Economic Development Partnership  
	Ernest S. Chaput

	Eddy, Dauna L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Eden, Myrna G.  
	Edens, Noma
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Eder, Margarita
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Edmonds, Pamela J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Edunnos, Russell
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Edwards, Cheryl
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Edwards, Douglas D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Edwards, Millard R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Edwards, Ola  
	Edwards, William D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Efrain, D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Egger, Jeanette R.  
	Eggers, D.  
	Eggers, Karen S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Eisman, Andrew  
	Eliason, Keith
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Elkins, Vickie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ellefron-Bauer, E. L.  
	Ellenberger, Karyn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Eller, Michael
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ellingsworth, Cheri
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ellis, Jo
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ellis, Paul
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ellstrom, Kirstin  
	Elmundorf, Phyllis J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Elsen, John
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Ely, Katherine J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Emerson, Harry F.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Emerson, P. A.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Epperson, Ed
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Erickson, Daniel
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Erickson, Ned  
	Form Letter A

	Ertes, Rick
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Escudier, Blake
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Eskildsen, Earleen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Estes, Karen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Evans, Deanne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Evans, George
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Evans, Les
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Evans, Martin  
	Evans, Robert T.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Eyre, Joan
	Postcard Campaign A  
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	Fairhall, Edith  
	Fallon, Paula L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Farley, Verne
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Farn, Lynn J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Farrell, Roy G.  
	Feather, Suesanne  
	Feldman, Christina
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Feldman, Deven
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Feldman, Janes J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Feldman, Nigel
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fenervesia, Shamu  
	Ferbiachi, Cathy  
	Ferby, Trevor
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ferguson, Ken  
	Ferguson, Todd
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Ferreirn, Frank T.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ferron, Robbie  
	Fersman, Bob
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Ferson, Jerry E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Fiagier, Teresa
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Finck, Irwin
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Finck, Nan C.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Finn, Kalen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Finn, Laurel
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Finn, Michael B.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Finn, Mike
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Finney, Beverly A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Finnigan, J. W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Fisher, Mary
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fiskum, Paul
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Fitzgerald, Dennis A.  
	Comment Form
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Fitzgerald, Joyce  
	Fitzgerald, Larry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fitzpatrick, K. M.  
	Fitzsimmons, Stacey
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Flanagan, George G.  
	Flanigan, Helen P.
	Form Letter C

	Flannery, Karen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Flaten, Sue
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fleming, Pat
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fletcher, Charles W.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Florance, Jeannine  
	Flores, Ed
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Flores, Lupito  
	Flores, Terry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Floyd, Clifford
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Floyd, David
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Fluor, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Flyckt, Don
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Ford, Len M.  
	Fordham, Earl W.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Foreman, Jane
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Forhatins, Stan
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Form Letter A
	Columbia Riverkeeper  

	Form Letter B
	Varsity Construction  

	Form Letter C
	No Nuclear Power for Space Missions  

	Fortier, Jason & Mika
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Fosse, Chris  
	Foster, Scott
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fouts, John
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fox, Mike  
	Framatome Cogema Fuels  
	Rick Edwards

	Frank, M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Frazier, Alan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Frederick, Debbie  
	Form Letter A

	Freedom Socialist Party and Radical Women  
	Megan Cornish

	Freeland, Richard
	Postcard Campaign A  

	French, Charlotte
	Postcard Campaign A  

	French, J. N.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	French, James N.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	French, Kay
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Freund, Kurt
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Freund, Marva
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Frevina, Steve, Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Fricke, Chance
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Frisby, Jason
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Frott, Allen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fullington, Joyce  
	Fulner, Joh
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fulnyler, Curt
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Fund, Lois  
	Funderburg, Dustin
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Funderlurg, Holly
	Postcard Campaign A  


	G
	Gabay, Jerry  
	Gadd, Rod R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Galbraith, Grace
	(Form Letter B)  

	Gale, Cheryl R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gale, Julie K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gale, Kenneth R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Galvin, Michael R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gangl, Don
	Form Letter B

	Gannon, Eileen  
	Gantt, Douglas
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Garcia, Joe
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Garcia, Joe A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gardner, Brian
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gardner, Dagmar  
	Form Letter A

	Garland, Marc  
	Garten, Patrick  
	Garza, Abe
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Garza, Adan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gasaert, Earl S.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gates, Lynn L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gay, Peter  
	Gebhardt, Wayne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gedeon, Aldine P.  
	Geffel, M. B.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gemini, Grace L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gentle, Twyla J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Georg, Gloria V.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gesell, Therese  
	Gibbs, Jesse
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Giese, Peter A.  
	Giever, Richard J.  
	Gilchrist, C. J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gillespie, Connie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gillespie, Rod
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gillette, Robert M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gillispie, Rex
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gilmour, G. F.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Glesener, Diana
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gliur, Carol J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Goble, Patrick R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Godfrey, Bruce E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Godfrey, Sheila
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Goeckner, Darrell
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Golden, Danny R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Golden, Rachael  
	Golden, Rachel  
	Gomez, Floyd
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gonsalves, E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gonzalez, C. R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Goodenow, Larry
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Goodman, Roy D.  
	Goodsitt, B.  
	Gordon, Carol  
	Gordon, Jack  
	Gosman, Jr., Rob  
	Gosman, Robert M.  
	Gosney, Tim
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gover, Jane
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Government Accountability Project  
	Tom Carpenter

	Gradisher, Bruce A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Graham, Holly G.  
	Grant, Kevin
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Grant, Robert W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gravenslund, J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Graves, Carmen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Graves, Robert
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gray, Kenneth
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Green, Kelly
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Green, Ron
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Green, William E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Greene, Gary  
	Greenough, Brenda J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Greenough, Stephen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Greenough, Violet
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Greenough, Violet J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Greenwell, R. K.  
	Gregg, Clark
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gregory, Thomas R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Greiff, Von
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Greisel, Patricia  
	Grems, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Grendall, Shawn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Griffin, Maryanne  
	Griffith, Rita  
	Grimes, Dollyanna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gritter, Jean  
	Gross, Laurel L.  
	Grudowski, Ted  
	Grunst, Fred J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Grunst, Sharon
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Guajardo, Eliazar
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Guay, Mary
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Guhr, Kurt
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Guin, Jack
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Guinnier, Phil M.  
	Gundle, Noami  
	Gundle, Norm  
	Gurth, Robert T.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Guthrie, Mike
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Guttenberg, Sol  
	Postcard Campaign B

	Gwan, J. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  


	H
	Haberstok, J. K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hagaduin, David A.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Halgren, Dale
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hall, Florine
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hall, Joseph M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hall, Patty
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hall, Ron
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hall, Teresa
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hallebak, Marily
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hallebeke, Arnold Van
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Halstein, Carrie  
	Halterman, Stephen R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hambelton, Kevin
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hamilton, Don
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hamilton, Susan (2)
	U. S. Mail
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Hamilton, William E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hamlet, Russ and Meg  
	Hammer, Buzz
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hampton, Charles
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hancock, Tim
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hancock, Wendy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hanford Watch  
	Paige Knight
	Lynn Porter

	Hangslebert, Tamara L.
	Form Letter A

	Hankins, Sherrey
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hannah, Nancy  
	Hanrahan, Lynn  
	Hanrahan, Steve  
	Hansen, Andrew
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen, Gerald
	Form Letter C

	Hansen, Jeannie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen, JoLynn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen, Paula Kalyer
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen, Sonja
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen-Fackas, Suzzenne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hanson, Colleen  
	Hanson, Dee
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hanson, Kristin  
	Hanson, P. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harder, Scott W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harding, Karen  
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Portland, Oregon

	Harding, Keith  
	Hardy, Dwight
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harmala, Walt
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harman, Joyce A.  
	Harnett, Danny M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harris, Howard R.  
	Harris, Kinny
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Harris, Richard L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harris, Rosemary  
	Hart, Todd
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hartl, Mayme  
	Hartmann, James A.  
	Harvey, Aune
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harvey, Daniel  
	Harvey, Roland
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harvill, Wynona
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Harville, Leonard  
	Harville, Nancy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hastings, Tammy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hatfield, K. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hauter, Wenonah  
	Public Citizen  

	Hawkins, Betty L.  
	Hawkins, Elaine
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hay, Amy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hayden, K. D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hayden, Lorna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hays, Kellie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hazlett, Pat  
	Heacock, Harold (4)
	Postcard Campaign A  
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Portland, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Heart of America Northwest
	Tiffany Devoy
	Dave Johnson
	Gerald Pollet (4)
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Portland, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Seattle, Washington
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Sarah Schmidt
	Amber Waldref (6)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6


	Heasler, Patricia  
	Heaston, Dale
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heaston, Elizabeth
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heaston, Karen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heaston, Suzanne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hebert, Carol  
	Hedge, Chris
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hedge, Harold
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hedges, Amande L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hedlund, Robert  
	Heg, J. M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Heid, Kermeth
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Heid, Pauline
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Heikens, Kenneth E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heikens, Sharon L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heller, Paula
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Helloma, M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Helms, Jubal
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Helms, Patti
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Henderson, Pat
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hendrick, Debbie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hendrix, Nancy  
	Hendry, Jim
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hendry, John
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Henke, Gene
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Henn, John S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hennessey, Michael
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hennings, Jerry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Henry, Darrel W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Herman, Mike
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hernandez, Cindy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hernandez, Hipolito
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hernandez, Les
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Herod, George W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Herres, Lisa
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Herron, Melissa
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hess, Sharadee
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hexum, Steven M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hickman, Glenn E., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hickman, Randy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Higgins, Kathleen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Higgins, Rudy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Higgins, William B.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Highbarger, Brian
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hildebrand, Nate and Andrea  
	Hill, Burton E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hill, Judy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hill, Lowell
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hill, Madge
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hiller, Phillip  
	Hiltwein, Viola M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hine, Judith  
	Hisaw, Barbara
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hlavacek, Bill  
	Hockett, Julie A.  

	Hodges, Alison  
	Hodges, Robert S.  
	Hoffman, Dorothy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hoffman, Michelle (2)
	Form Letter A
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon

	Hogg, A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hoglen, Richard
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Holbrook, Calvin N.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Holcomb, Tycho  
	Form Letter A

	Holden, Paul B.  
	Holland, Melanie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hollinger, John  
	Hollings, A. R., Sr
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Holman, Sharon
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Homme, Kathleen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hoob, Sarah
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hopfritz, William G.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hopkins, Frederick M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hopkins, Irene
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hopko, Alan
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Horville, Leonard E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houchins, Denine
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houchins, R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houston, Elizabeth
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houston, James
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houston, Kris
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Howard, Bruce  
	Howard, Johnny S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Howard, Victor L. T.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Howell, John
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hoyt, Roland  
	Hsik, Ron  
	Hubbard, Dave
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hubbard, Mary K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hudspeth, Eric
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Huff, Bryan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Huff, Christopher
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Huff, Michelle
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hughes, Harold
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hughlett, John
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hughlett, John B.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Huleny, Martin W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hull, Frank  
	Hulstrunk, Carol  
	Hulstrunk, Matt  
	Hulvey, Russell K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Humble, Kelly
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hunsaker, Peter
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hunt, Scott
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hunter, Lori J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hussman, Michael  
	Huttling, Harold A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hyatt, Ann
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hyatt, V.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hyde, Daphne  
	Hyde, James A.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hyland, Warren
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hyrkas, Kalle H.
	Postcard Campaign A  


	I
	Iceberg, David
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Idles, G.J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ingram, Amy  
	Ingram, Steve
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Interhemispheric Resource Center
	Form Letter C

	International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
	Mel Chapman

	Irby, Erin E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Isaacson, Bud
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Isaacson, Evelyn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Isaacson, Ray
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Issacson, Raymond  
	Ivey, Dion
	Postcard Campaign B  


	J
	J, Ruth
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jackins, Chris  
	Jackson, Gary
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jackson, Merle D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jackson, R. Estelle
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jackson, Sally  
	Jacobson, Meg J.  
	Jamison, Rey
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Janear, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Japha, Irene R.  
	Jaymes, Jessie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jennings, Jim
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jensen, Leslie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jensen, R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jeter, Bridget  
	Jett, Pam
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jhai, Moses  
	Jinnurrish, R. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jobe, Terry A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johansen, James L.  
	John, James E., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johns, D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Brad
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Chuck  
	Johnson, Darlin L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Dean
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Debi
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Floyd E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Gail K.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Gretchen  
	Johnson, Kathleen J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Marvin M.  
	Johnson, Michael A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Penney M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Ru Ann
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Sherri
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnston, Bob A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnston, Larry G.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnstone, Donna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnstone, P.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jones, Alma E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jones, Burt
	Form Letter B 

	Jones, C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jones, Dan
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jones, Darrlik  
	Jones, Jean V.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jones, Jodi
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jones, Stuart
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jordan, Don
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Joskey, John J., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Joy, Donna  
	Judd, Marianne J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Judkins, Antonio L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Julian, Greg
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Julson, Paul
	Postcard Campaign B  

	July, Brandon  
	Jungers, Mike
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jurgens, Kathleen  

	K
	K.H.L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kaas, G. D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kadlec, Ken  
	Kalinowski, Pam
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kallio, Marianne
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kammenzind, D. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kane, Deborah A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kane, J. A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kanning, Dorothy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Karl, Roszeita
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kasey, Bruce
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kates, Rebecca S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Katz, Phillip S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kay, Gayle
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kay, Tom
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kays, Juanita
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keaemi, David G.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keary, Mike  
	Keaveney, Jean
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keaveney, John P.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keelleu, Kathy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kefteh, D. D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keizer, Michael
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Keller, Lena  
	Kellogg, Lloyd
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelly, Holly
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelly, Irene  
	Kelly, Karin
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelly, Rod
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelly, Sally Ann
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelsey, Bill  
	Kelsey, Lisa  
	Keltch, John M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keltch, Juanita
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keltner, Jeanie
	Form Letter C

	Kenega, Matthew  
	Kennell, David
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kentine, Toby  
	Kerchum, Chris  
	Kerlick, G. D.  
	Keszler Family
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Ketchersid, Mary
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ketchum, Anna M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	KewRiez, Stephen L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keyes, M. Karlene
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kidder, Ronald J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kidder, Virginia L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kidwell, Henry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Killian, Ray
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Killory, Steven
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kimball, Erin L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kimball, Janet  
	Kimbill, Dorothy  
	King, Betty E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kinsella, William J.  
	Kinsey, Gene D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kintzley, Dale S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kip, J. L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kirby, John J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kitchen, Ricky J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kitts, Mike  
	Klein, Robin  
	Kleit, James A.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Klemus, Jerry
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Klos, Bruce (3)
	Public Hearing; Portland, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Seattle, Washington
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Klos, Helen E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Klos, Michael
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Klos, Patricia F.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kloter, Elise  
	Knapp, Lloyd
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Knare, Marsha
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knight, Beverly
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knight, Jim  
	Knight, Mattlya M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Knight, Rusty
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knighten, Jackie M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knioeton, Steve
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Knowles, Linda
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knowles, Randall
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knudsen, K. M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knutzen, Thomas C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Koenig, Margaret  
	Koger, Dolores  
	Koll, Gloria K.  
	Kontin, Barbara
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kooiker, Curtis A.  
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kooiker, Susanne L. (2)
	Postcard Campaign A  
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Korbin, Nancy  
	Korenkiewicz, Leonard
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kortes, Gen  
	Koschik, Eugene C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kremer, Ann  
	Krewson, Tawnya
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kropf, Warren E., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Krothus, R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Krueger, Susan A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kruse-Chung, Ava  
	Kuhl, Opal
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kuhn, Dave  
	Kunkel, Jerry M.
	Postcard Campaign A  


	L
	Lacey, Wendy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lahtinen, M. R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	LaMastus, Darrell
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lamberson, Pat
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lamberson, Tim
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lampson, Kim W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lamson, Sally  
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lanbeer, Bob  
	Lane, Zane E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lange, Darlene
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lange, K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lanson, Gregory D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	LaPierre, Bonnie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Laporta, Tony  
	Lapp, Marilyn
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lark Bratvord, Melissa C.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Larry Oclewitt
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Larson, James
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Larson, Tom
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lasseter, Myron
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Latham, Kathy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lathins, Richard
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lauman, Mike
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Law, T. R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lawing, Kurt
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lawrence, Kathleen A.  
	Layman, Richard
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Laymens, Debra
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Leaverton, Michael E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lee, Hyun  
	Lee, Lunzi
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lee, Tammi
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Leeman, James  
	Leiby, Bob
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Leitch, Dennis
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Leiteh, D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lema, J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lemak, David
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lemor, Rene
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Leonard, Anna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Leonard, Kimberlee Jo
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Leonard, W. J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Letherman, Margaret K.  
	Levyburg, Scott
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lewellan, Art  
	Lewis, Kathryn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lewis, Molly  
	Lewis, Tom
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lichtenwald, Daniel (2)
	Form Letter A
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon

	Lilly, Jon & Pattie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lindberg, Jon
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Linn, Michael B.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Linn, Patrick I.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Linstead, Amy  
	Linstead, Holly  
	Lint, Rick
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lippold, Mary E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lippolel, Jack R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Livingston, Wayne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lobry, Kathy  
	Locke, David
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Locke, Richard  
	Loika, S. M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Long, Darcie M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Long, Janice
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Loper, B. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Loper, Janis K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Loper, Kristin
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Loper, Lauren Shane
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Loves, M. C., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Low, Aiko E.  
	Lowe, Steve
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lowrance, Pat
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Luarders, Herb
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lucoff, Dave
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lucoff, Jan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lukes, Susan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lumpkin, C. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lunciford, D. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lynch, Carolyn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lynch, Deanna  
	Lynch, Scott
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lyon, Glennup
	Postcard Campaign B  


	M
	M., Martha Troxell
	Postcard Campaign A  

	MacArthur, Steven
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mack, Troyce A.  
	MacRae, Don  
	Madson, Vernon
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Magan, Ellen  
	Maggan, Clifton
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Magid, S.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Magna  
	Mahler, Cody
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Mahoney, Dewey L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mahoney, Kelley
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mail, Paul
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Maine, Michael R.  
	Maiuri, Steve
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Malan, Linda  
	Maller, Michael J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Manis, Robert E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mansfield, John P.  
	Mansfield, Patty
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marberg, Dick
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marbet, Lloyd K.  
	March, Mike
	Postcard Campaign B  

	March, Tisha
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Margullis, Yvonne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Maripuam, Barbara  
	Marsh, Betty  
	Marshall, Barb
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marshall, Roger
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marshall, Sam
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marshall, Wayne  
	Marston, Spencer  
	Martin, James L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Martin, Jennifer  
	Martin, William A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Martinez, A. K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Martinez, Ines
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Martinez, M. G.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Massengale, Gerald L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Massey, Arlene
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Mathes, August T.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mathes, Elaine
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Matheson, Ben
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Matthews, Martha
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Mattocks, Kelly
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Maxwell, Gary
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mayor, Susan E.
	Postcard Campaign B  
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